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SUMMARY   Straddling between the liberal and corporatist paradigm of social policy, the nonprofit sector in Singapore is experiencing a tremendous growth momentum. Arguably, it is also playing an important role in filling up the welfare gap left open by the longstanding workfare-centric social policy embraced by the ruling party. In this context, establishing legitimacy is extremely crucial for nonprofits in Singapore as it helps them sustain their operations and garner wider public support. To do so, many nonprofits have turned to new media platforms such as websites and Facebook to cultivate sustainable relationships with key publics such as donors, volunteers, the media, and the government. Conceptualized as a multi-dimensional concept, nonprofits’ online relationship building consists of seven relational dimensions namely usability, interactivity, information 
dissemination, disclosure, accountability, commitment, and inclusivity. An examination of websites and Facebook pages of nonprofits in Singapore using the quantitative content analysis method has shown interesting relationships between websites and Facebook pages. Specifically, while websites are still a predominant platform and very well taken care of, Facebook serves as an additional informal, interactive communication space to complement the websites and maximize nonprofits’ online relationship building capacity as a whole. Organizational factors such as type, revenue, and staff strength are also positively correlated with how different relational dimensions manifest on the websites and Facebook pages. Based on these findings, I proposed an integrative model of online relationship building in which websites and Facebook pages of nonprofits can be related in three patterns characterized as synergistic, complementary and indifferent.  Correspondingly, the synergistic relationship sees a strong manifestation of disclosure; the complementary relationship exists for interactivity, information dissemination, accountability, and commitment; and lastly, the indifferent relationship for inclusivity. This model illustrates the adaptive and integrative nature of a nonprofit’s online communication matrix that may involve multiple communication platforms. It also suggests a more flexible perspective towards online relationship building that considers various organizational factors as well as larger socio-political conditions underpinning the growth of the nonprofit sector. Overall, new media play an important role in helping nonprofits reach out and establish sustainable relationships with their stakeholders. The adoption and use of new media should be guided by a clear understanding of how relationship building manifests online, and at the same time, consistent with the nonprofits’ organizational capacity and responsive to the socio-political environment in which nonprofits operate.    
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CHAPTER 1 – BACKGROUND & RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
INTRODUCTION The visibility of nonprofit organizations or nonprofits in short in today’s socio-political scene has been significantly enhanced lately due to their participation in and deliberation on many major issues such as globalization and environmental protection. The influence of many nonprofits could be partly attributed to their increasingly advanced use of information and communication technologies (ICTs) to spread messages to a wider audience and garner larger supports beyond physical boundaries. First and foremost, websites have come at the forefront of nonprofits’ online communication strategy. To date, having a website is not uncommon for these organizations. On top of that, the emergence of a wide range of interactive platforms such as forums, blogs and more recently, social networking sites has offered nonprofits more channels to communicate with their stakeholders or publics – groups of people “who are somehow mutually involved or interdependent with these organizations” (Cutlip, Center, & Broom, 2000, p. 2). This certainly has remarkable implications for their attempts to build relationships with these publics. From the perspective of organizational communication management, relationship building is an important task underpinning an organization’s long-term success. For nonprofits, good relationships with the media, donors, sponsors, volunteers, beneficiaries mean nothing but more positive media coverage, more donation in cash and kinds, more sponsorship, more helping hands, and more positive attitude in general.  Now that they have more than one way to reach out to these key publics, it is 
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important to explore how they have been using new media to enhance their relationship building efforts.  Zooming into Singapore, the question about the role of new media in nonprofits’ communication management is extremely relevant for the following reasons. Firstly, nonprofits are gaining more social recognition for the role they play. As long as the Singapore government continues to maintain its workfare policy and focus on strengthening the economy, these organizations are expected to take a more active role in filling up the welfare gap. Secondly, more and more people are open to voluntarism and philanthropy, two important catalysts for the growth of the nonprofit sector. This highlights the importance of reaching out and connecting with the publics more effectively. Along this line, online communication channels, particularly websites and social networking sites like Facebook, have become conducive means of relationship building for nonprofits. The section below provides an overview of the nonprofit sector in Singapore with the hope to further illustrate the significance of the need to study nonprofits and online relationship building in the context of Singapore society.  
OVERVIEW OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR IN SINGAPORE  
1. Civil society in Singapore, then and now The history of the nonprofit sector in Singapore is dated back to the colonial time in the 19th century. Characterized as philanthropy-oriented in the early age, Singapore’s civil society first emerged in the form of clan associations or religious groups or activities including Indian temples, Muslim mosques, and church-based programs. These so-called organizations catered to the welfare needs of different ethnic groups living in this trading port, which was welcome 
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and somewhat tolerated by the colonial government as long as they did not pose any threat to the established order (Cheung, 1992). When Singapore became independent in 1963, the earnest need to prioritize government budget to developmental goals led the state to restrict its provision to basic services including housing, health, and education. This opened up a welfare gap for civil society actors such as nonprofit/non-governmental/philanthropic organizations to fill up.   To date, changes in political condition as well as the fast-paced economic development and modernization in Singapore over the past few decades have transformed the structural and operational patterns of civil society. Besides prevalent charitable activities, there has emerged a new type of civil society organizations that are issue-oriented. Established by the younger generation with formal education and exposure to modern values such as human rights and democracy, these organizations strive for being so-called change agents through their engagement and mobilization of people to improve their living conditions (Tan & Singh, 1994). The Association of Women for Action and Research (AWARE), Nature Society, the Young Women’s Muslim Association, and Maruah (Singapore Working Group for an ASEAN Human Rights Mechanism) are some examples.  Dynamic as it may seem, civil society in Singapore is a contested space at the same time. According to Chua (2003)’s analysis of Singapore’s civil society in the post-Lee Kwan Yew era, issue-oriented organizations do not always have the freedom to pursue whatever social issues they deem worth addressing. The authoritarian government closely scrutinizes activities or events identified as harmful to social cohesion. Chua (2003) highlights the case of Talaq (Divorce), a 
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play which “explores the issues of adultery, marital violence and rape, oppression and the culture of silence” (p. 23) forced upon voiceless minority Indian (Tamil) Muslim women in Singapore. After a series of struggle and debate, the play was banned and the playwright was arrested, but released after a few hours without charges. There are indeed more incidents whereby the issues voiced out by civil society groups or actors have been suppressed by the state in different manners. Consequently, few civil society organizations in Singapore claim any political inclinations in their activities. Instead, social/voluntary services or public education aiming to raise awareness of certain issues have become the main goals of many organizations.  
2. The significance of the nonprofit sector in Singapore society As previously mentioned, the strong focus on economic development in the early years of Singapore history had opened up a welfare gap for nonprofits to fill in. This trend has actually perpetuated until today even though Singapore has become an affluent country whose per capita gross national product, according to Indexmundi, was US$62,100 as of January 20111
                                                        1 
. On the contrary, social expenditure in Singapore has remained low throughout the years. Mendes (2007), in his review of the Singaporean welfare system, pointed out that in the year 2000, “social policy expenditures share of GDP was only eight percent” (para. 6). According to the Singapore Budget 2011, the budget allocated to the Ministry of Community Development, Youth and Sports (MCYS) – the ministry that specifically deals with social welfare policies – is SGD$1.83 billion, not as high as those on education (SDG$10.9 billion), health (SGD$4.1) and national 
http://www.indexmundi.com/g/r.aspx?v=67 
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development (SGD$2.57). In fact, this amount is even lower than previous years, SGD$1.97 billion for 2010 and SGD$1.95 billion for 2009. This low spending on social policy, however, should not be understood as the government is turning a cold shoulder to welfare services. Firstly, in addition to autonomous nonprofits initiated by groups of individuals with a specific cause in mind, there are so-called state nonprofits that act as “conduits of government policy and are located within the state bureaucracy” (Chan, 1995, p. 222). The People’s Association and the grassroots organizations in its network are examples of this state nonprofit category. Holding the status of statutory board, the People’s Association does receive government funding, specifically from MCYS, for its programs and services. As indicated in the Singapore Budget 2011, MCYS has allocated a budget of $352.1 million to the People’s Association and its grassroots organizations “to build greater social capital within the community” in the next five years.  Secondly, given that there are other mechanisms in place to provide a safety net for needy citizens, for example the Central Provident Fund (CPF), Public Assistance Scheme administered by MCYS, Rent and Utility Assistance Scheme administered by the National Council of Social Service (NCSS), the Singapore government actually adopts a regulator role rather than a provider and funder of welfare services (Aspalter, 2001; Mendes, 2007). Regarding CPF, despite several benefits it has brought to Singaporeans in terms of housing, education, and healthcare, Mendes (2007) highlights that it does, to some extent, “reinforce rather than reduce income inequality” (para. 10) because higher income receivers receive higher contribution from their employers and low-income workers will have to survive on insufficient financial resources in their 
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old age. The other schemes are administered in a more stringent manner. For instance, only individuals or families who live in extreme poverty are unable to work, and have no relatives to help out are eligible for the limited Public Assistance Scheme. The reimbursement could be as low as $230 per month for a single person and $670 for a family of four (Aspalter, 2001; Khan, 2001; Ramesh, 1995, 2000, 2004; & Tang, 2000). This situation, thus, heightens the importance for nonprofits to play a more active role in Singapore society, especially when inequality and poverty are increasingly evident with the Gini coefficient index climbing from 0.44 in 2000 to 0.48 in 2010 (Department of Statistics, 2011). On the other hand, it has been argued that the adoption of this welfare model is driven by not only economic rationale but also cultural or ideological beliefs upheld by the ruling party. According to Mendes (2007), the neoliberal framework that typifies Singapore’s welfare model with low social expenditure and discretionary welfare assistance is underpinned by cultural assumptions around individual and family self-reliance, the inappropriate of state welfare provision as well as the delegation of the task to support the disadvantaged to the community. Key political leaders in Singapore have been vocally advocating for meritocracy as one of the building blocks of Singapore society. This paradigm of thinking implies the importance of upward social mobility through which the poor are given opportunities to perform themselves so that they could climb up the social ladder and contribute to as well as benefit from the national economic success (Asher & Rajan, 2002; Aspalter, 2001; Tan, 2004; Tremewan, 1998; Walker & Wong, 2004; White & Goodman, 1998). Former Minister Mentor Lee Kwan Yew used to describe Singapore as a fair, but not welfare society (Mendes, 2007). Former Senior Minister Rajaratnam reiterated that Singapore was not a 
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“rich uncle” and that only the old or handicapped could receive some forms of welfare assistance; the rest of the population, according to him, would have equal opportunities and “everybody can be rich if they try hard” (Khan, 2001, p. 12). Emeritus Senior Minister Goh Chok Tong even urged the public to steer clear from the welfare mentality. He asserted that public assistance in any forms is only on a temporary basis, enough to help the needy to stand on their feet, yet “not to weaken their spirit to help themselves” (Yap, 2003, p. 81).  The discourses above clearly reflect the self-help mentality, especially for able individuals. Self-help could be seen as the first line of defense for people in need. Family support comes second as something they could fall back on. This is where Confucianism plays a part in influencing the Singapore government’s stand toward welfare. Stressing the importance for parents to be responsible for their children and vice versa when the parents grow old, Confucianism implies that the needy should rely on their family support first. When this line of defense is not available, for example a handicapped without family support, the community, represented by nonprofits or voluntary organizations, will step in as the third line of defense. Governmental support only comes as the last resort when all else fails (Mendes, 2007). Clearly, this further reinforces the importance of nonprofit organizations in stepping in and helping the needy. Despite the lack of a comprehensive report on the nonprofit sector in Singapore at the moment, there are evidences showing that this sector is growing, at least in terms of manpower. According to the annual report of the National Council of Social Services, their number of accredited social service professionals in the financial year of 2010 was 910, an increase of 89% from 498 professionals in FY2009. The employment statistics from the latest Yearbook of 
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Statistics Singapore also indicates that the number of people working in the community, social and personal services has been steadily rising from 281,800 in 2000 to 448,600 in 2010 (Department of Statistics, 2011). Together with the reasons for the existence of the nonprofit sector as discussed above, this shows that the existence and active involvement of nonprofits in addressing the welfare gap in Singapore is much needed not only for the benefits of individual beneficiaries but also for the solidarity and stability of the country. This recognition is actually the driving force behind the formation of this study. 
NONPROFITS & RELATIONSHIP BUILDING IN SINGAPORE Based on the historical development of the nonprofit sector and model of social policy embraced by the Singapore government as reviewed above, the definition of nonprofit organizations provided by Hodgkinson and McCarthy (1992) appears to aptly reflect the reality of the social sector in Singapore. These scholars view nonprofits as “organizations formed to serve the public good, and income (or profits) from these organizations are not distributed to members or owners. The primary functions that the nonprofit or voluntary sector performs…are to serve underserved or neglected population, to expand the freedom of or to empower people, to engage in advocacy for social change, and to provide services” (p. 3). By addressing the key aspects that differentiate nonprofit organizations from other forms of organizations, particularly profit-driven corporations, such as non-profit distribution, voluntary participation, serving of public goods and services, people empowerment and advocacy for social change, this definition provides a comprehensive view of the roles and functions of nonprofit organizations in both economic and political term, 
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especially in the Singapore context. Therefore, this serves as the working definition for this thesis hereafter.  This definition also suggests that nonprofit organizations form an integral part of the contemporary society. Their activities certainly have social, political and economic impacts, and central to their efforts to create such impacts is the ability to (1) sustain their operation, (2) generate public awareness of the social services they provide or the causes they champion, and (3) mobilize different publics or stakeholders. The question is how nonprofits can achieve these fundamental goals. There could be many answers to this question, among which effective relationship building with key publics such as employees, media, government, members, volunteers, beneficiaries, sponsors, and donors has emerged as a viable option.  Relationship building has long been recognized by for-profit corporations as an important corporate communication strategy to enhance their brand loyalty (Gregory, 2007) or higher customer satisfaction (Bruning & Hatfield, 2002). To some extent, these outputs of for-profit organizations (FPOs) are relatively more measureable compared to those of nonprofit organizations. Moreover, it has been widely acknowledged that output ambiguity is one of the key factors that differentiate nonprofits and their for-profit counterparts (Frumkin & Galaskiewicz, 2004; Kanter & Summers, 1987; & Lewis, 2005), and for the former, “outputs are less easily measured and less carefully monitored” (Zorn, Flanagin, & Shoham, 2011, p. 3). This means that nonprofits in general “are facing increased pressure to be accountable, competitive, and professional, and have greater output ambiguity compared with FPOs” (Zorn et al., 2011, p. 3). Consequently, it is even more important for nonprofits to cultivate favorable and 
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sustainable relationships with their stakeholders to address the aforementioned pressure. Furthermore, relationship building has become extremely relevant due to the voluntary nature of stakeholder involvement. According to Van Til (2000), voluntarism is one of the key building blocks of the nonprofit sector. This poses a major challenge to the nonprofits because the voluntary basis means that people come and go depending on the extra time, energy and money they want to spend or the level of commitment they have toward a particular social cause. If nonprofits can transform the voluntary basis as the starting point into a long-term commitment, they will hopefully be able to secure a stable force that supports and drives their operations. It has, therefore, become imperative for nonprofits to cultivate good relationships with their different publics. In other words, these organizations need to understand how they can leverage relational public relations strategies to achieve this goal. In summary, the sustainability of nonprofit organizations mainly relies on how well these organizations build and cultivate positive relationship with their stakeholders in order to garner their long-term support and commitment. The significance of relationship building to the nonprofit organizations will be discussed in-depth in Chapter 2. 
NONPROFITS & ICTS  A brief overview of civil society in Singapore above shows that in order to maintain and develop a vibrant nonprofit sector, nonprofits need to achieve two fundamental goals namely (1) enhance awareness of their existence and (2) sustain and expand their operations. Salamon and Anheier (1996), after conducting an extensive study of the nonprofit sector in different countries, 
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conclude that the lack of visibility and public awareness is a major problem facing this sector. More than a decade has passed since this problem was highlighted, yet its validity still holds because essentially, the nonprofit sector “cannot afford to be incomprehensible and invisible to most citizens, or to those who represent them in the public arena” (Salamon & Anheier, 1996, p. 116). This certainly calls for a higher visibility of nonprofits in the public arena. As the authors argue, “in order to attract popular support, nonprofit organizations must first attract popular attention and concern” (p. 117).  At this point, ICTs have emerged as presumably potential means for nonprofits to achieve this goal. Practically, nonprofits could use ICTs such as websites to target funding, advertise and market their programs, increase procurement effectiveness, and enhance their communication with stakeholders (Elliot, Katsioloudes, & Weldon, 1998). Theoretically, in light of the institutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, 1991; Scott, 1994, 1995; Scott & Christensen, 1995; Scott & Meyer, 1991, 1994), it is even more compelling for nonprofits to adopt and effectively use ICTs should they want to pursue organizational efficiency, competitive advantage, and most important of all, legitimacy. The question now is how ICTs can facilitate nonprofits’ efforts to publicize their activities, garner more public support, and ultimately build sustainable relationships with their stakeholders.  This question is relevant to the Singapore context due to two reasons. Firstly, among the countries in Southeast Asia, Singapore is one of the most sophisticated adopters of the Internet. Internet access is nearly ubiquitous in Singapore. According to the 2010 annual survey on infocomm usage conducted by the Infocomm Development Authority of Singapore (IDA), about 84% of the 
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households had access to at least one computer at home, and 82% had broadband Internet access. Among households with school-going children, 96% had computer access. The IDA’s infocomm usage report in the year 2009 highlights that people aged 7-14 and 15-24 occupied the largest portion of Internet users (97%), followed by those aged 25-34. This means that if nonprofits know how to effectively use online communication channels to reach out to these groups of people, there may be a rewarding return in the future when a voluntary mindset has been inculcated in them and they may be more willing to donate both in cash and kinds or lend a helping hand in their spare time. More interestingly, the same report also shows that the primary online activities of Internet users in Singapore were communicating (72%), engaging in leisure activities (39%), and getting information (37%). For those who mainly use the Internet for communication purposes, emails (56%), social network (30%) and instant messaging (17%) topped the list of their activities. Noticeably, social networks jumped from the sixth rank in the 2008 report to the second spot in the 2009 report. This clearly shows that social networking sites have taken off in Singapore and it is necessary to examine this new platform as part of organizational communication strategies.  Secondly, Singaporeans have become increasingly receptive toward voluntarism. According to the latest Individual Giving Survey 2010 by the National Volunteer and Philanthropy Centre (NVPC), volunteer participation rose from 16.9% in 2008 to 23.3% in 2010 – quite a significant increase compared to the slight growth in previous years. Similarly, the number of hours spent on voluntary activities also doubled from 45 million hours in 2008 to 89 million hours in 2010. In terms of donation, although the donor participation 
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rate fell from 91% in 2008 to 85% in 2010, the donation amount increased from S$0.9 billion in 2008 to S$1.07 billion in 2010. These optimistic statistics indicate that nonprofits in Singapore need to find ways to leverage this growth momentum to build more sustainable relationships with their publics.  
RESEARCH OBJECTIVES It has been observed that in addition to websites, many nonprofits in Singapore have also incorporated social networking sites, particularly Facebook, into their communication strategies to step up their relationship building effort. Nonetheless, unlike their for-profit counterparts who are quick to realize the commercial potential of social media and have prolifically establish their presence on these new platforms, not all nonprofits have jumped on the bandwagon and launched their own Facebook pages. Some are still cautious; others seem to play the “wait and see” game; and a few others just may not see any benefits in having a presence on Facebook. Furthermore, previous studies on nonprofit organizations have touched on the possible connection between the way a nonprofit use new media to build relationship and organizational factors such as type of nonprofits – focus area of a nonprofit (Barraket, 2005; McAllister-Spooner, 2009; Saxton & Chao, 2011;), age – how long has a nonprofit been around (Saxton & Chao, 2011), financial resources (Ingenhoff & Koelling, 2009; Kenix, 2008), and manpower – staff  strength/number of volunteers/members (Barraket, 2005; Ogden & Starita, 2009). In this context, despite the fast changing nature of new media, this exploratory study hopes to provide an empirically comprehensive description of the online presence of the nonprofit sector in Singapore at the time the research was conducted. Specifically, this research, 
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aims to firstly explore how nonprofits in Singapore have been using websites and Facebook to cultivate relationships with their stakeholders, and secondly, to find out the relationship between the aforementioned organizational factors and the ways nonprofits use new media. Theoretically, the attempt to holistically examine online relationship building by juxtaposing websites and Facebook and unveiling any possible synergies between these two platforms is a response to the existing dialogic communication paradigm in the field of public relations first proposed by Pearson (1989) and then further crystallized by Botan (1997) and Kent and Taylor (1998, 2002). Since Kent and Taylor’s conceptualization of dialogic principles was rooted  in the Web 1.0 era, these principles, albeit their relevancy, have to be revised to take into account the dynamic, scalable, and interactive nature of Web 2.0 platforms such as Facebook. This study, therefore, aims to propose a new integrative model of organizational online relationship building strategy. Furthermore, with this  model, it also hopes to suggest a more flexible perspective towards organization-public relationship that transcends the two-way symmetrical communication between the two parties (Grunig & Hunt, 1984; Grunig, Grunig, & Ehling, 1992; Grunig, Grunig, & Dozier, 2002), and factors in the complexity of relationship buildings with new media as implied by the complexity theory (Murphy, 2000). Last but not least, in light of the social origins theory that explains the development of the nonprofit sector in general (Esping-Anderson, 1990; Salamon & Anheier, 1998) and the institutional theory that emphasizes the relationship between an organization and its external operating environment (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, 1991; Scott, 1994, 1995; Scott & Christensen, 1995; Scott & Meyer, 1991, 1994), this study also hopes to assess 
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the model of the nonprofit sector in Singapore and speculate how it is related to the online relationship building strategies of local nonprofit organizations. 
STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS This thesis consists of six chapters. Chapter 1 provides an introductory overview of the nonprofit sector in Singapore in terms of historical development as well as its significance in Singapore society. In addition, it establishes the connection between the nonprofit sector and new media by highlighting the relevance of ICTs to nonprofits’ communication management efforts, particularly relationship building. This chapter also briefly explains the research objectives of the study. Chapter 2 and 3 give an in-depth review of the existing literature on the research topic. Specifically, Chapter 2 situates the local nonprofit sector within the four models of modern welfare states and discusses the influence of the liberal and corporatist welfare model on the development of the third sector in Singapore. In addition, by highlighting the key building blocks of the nonprofit sector in general, Chapter 2 argues for the significance and relevance of relationship building to nonprofit organizations. It then reviews how the concept of relationship building has been theorized in the field of public relations and addresses the need to consider organizational factors when it comes to online relationship building. Chapter 3 provides an in-depth review of key relational dimensions that make up the measurement of online relationship building in this study. Research questions are also stated in this chapter. Chapter 4 describes how the study was conducted. Rationale for the choice of content analysis as the research method, sampling procedures, inter-coder reliability test, coding procedures as well as detailed description of the operationalization of each 
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construct of relationship building are included in this chapter. This chapter also explains the inclusion of organizational factors and how they were measured. Chapter 5 presents the findings of the study, highlighting interesting observations of how nonprofits have been using websites and Facebook to build relationships with their publics. For instance, which dimensions of relationship building are more dominant, which ones are less or even absent from the online presence of the nonprofits examined. It also shows any possible connections between the organizational factors and the relational dimensions manifested on the nonprofits’ websites/Facebook pages. Last but not least, Chapter 6 discusses the research findings, limitations of the research and conclusions drawn from the study.  
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CHAPTER 2 – NONPROFITS, RELATIONSHIP BUILDING & NEW MEDIA 
 
CONCEPTUALIZING THE NONPROFIT SECTOR 
1. Four models of modern welfare state To begin with, despite being a recent invention in the academic discourse (Hall, 1992), the emergence of the nonprofit sector has received quite substantial analyses from social sciences scholars. In general, the nonprofit sector is seen as the third sector existing alongside the market and the state. In fact, more often than not, it is the intricate relationship between these three institutions that determines the growth of the nonprofit sector. For instance, the market 
failure/government failure theory argues that the existence of the nonprofit sector is necessary because neither the market nor the state can fully address the need for public goods and services (Weisbrod, 1977).  On the contrary, the 
modern welfare perspective counter-argues that in some countries, the state does control and even expand state-provided social services, which results in a suppressed or marginalized nonprofit sector (Flora & Alber, 1981; Quadagno, 1987).   Somewhere in the middle of these two extremes is an argument for potential interdependence and partnership between the state and nonprofit sector that is rooted in the social origins theory (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Salamon, 1987a, 1987b, 1998). Acknowledging that such diverse views about the development of the nonprofit sector could be due to specific social, historical and political contexts of countries in question, Salamon and Anheier (1998), based on the work of Esping-Andersen (1990), propose four models of the development of 
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the nonprofit sector namely liberal model, social democratic model, corporatist 
model, and statist model2
Specifically, the ‘liberal model’ commonly seen in the Anglo-Saxon countries is characterized by limited, means-tested assistance with strict entitlement rules. This model implies an “ideological and political hostility to the extension of government social welfare protection and a decided preference for voluntary approaches” (Salamon & Anheier, 1998, p. 229). As a result, the low social expenditure by the state yields a relative large nonprofit sector. Opposite of the ‘liberal model’ is the ‘social democratic model’ adopted by Nordic countries. It involves universalism and a separation of welfare provision from the market system, which means that the state offers extensive social welfare protection and sponsorship, leaving a constrained space for service-providing nonprofit organizations. Interestingly, the limited room for social services may not necessarily yield an inactive nonprofit sector. On the contrary, this sector is expected to be quite active and take a different role. Instead of focusing on providing services, nonprofit organizations in social democratic welfare state may act as “vehicles for the expression of political, social, or even recreational interests” (Salamon & Anheier, 1998, p. 299). 
 to capture different social conditions and patterns of development of the third sector. These four models, according to these authors, aim to illustrate the relationship between government spending and the scope and scale of the respective nonprofit sector.  
The ‘corporatist’ and ‘statist’ model are two additional ones situated in between the ‘liberal’ and ‘social democratic’ model. The ‘corporatist model’ 
                                                        2 See Esping-Andersen (1990) for the three models of welfare regime. Salamon and Anheier (1998) built on this framework and added one more model – statist model. 
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common on the continent of Europe emphasizes the deliberate preservation of the nonprofit sector as a “premodern mechanism” by the state to “retain the support of key social elites while preempting more radical demands for social welfare protections” (Salamon & Anheier, 1998, p. 229). In this model, the increase in government welfare spending may result in the growth of the nonprofit sector. The ‘statist model’, on the other hand, refers to the situation whereby “both government social welfare protection and nonprofit activity remain highly constrained” as the state “exercises power on its own behalf, or on behalf of business and economic elites, but with a fair degree of autonomy sustained by long tradition of deference and a much more pliant religious order” (Salamon & Anheier, 1998, pp. 229-230). Figure 1 provides a summary of these four models. 
Figure 1 
Four models of welfare state
 So how does Singapore fit into this framework? The social, historical, cultural and political context analyzed in Chapter 1 shows that the nonprofit sector here straddles between the liberal and corporatist model. On the one hand, the low welfare expenditure by the state and even worse, its hostility towards 
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welfare provision (Mendes, 2007) has resulted in a relatively large nonprofit sector (Esping-Anderson, 1990; Salamon & Anheier, 1998). This aptly puts Singapore within the liberal framework. The increasing trend in voluntarism and number of accredited social workers as shown in Chapter 1 is an evidence of a growing sector. On the other hand, the perceived hostility towards social welfare provision does not mean that the government does nothing about social welfare. Instead, it plays an engineering role in shaping the sector into something self-sustaining. Specifically, inspired by the notion of social entrepreneurism which suggests that nonprofit organizations with entrepreneurial mindset could come up with feasible business plans “to make money while providing service, and deploy their profits to expand the services they provide” (McLaughlin, 1999, as cited in Van Til, 2000, p. 13), the Singapore government has introduced some “incentives for the development of social innovations through social enterprises,” another term for nonprofit organizations vying to become social entrepreneurs (Tan, 2010, p. 2). An example of such incentives is the creation of the ComCare Enterprise Fund (CEF) by the Ministry of Social and Family Development (MSF)3
                                                        3 As stated on the MSF’s website, “The ComCare Enterprise Fund (CEF) aims to provide seed funding for sustainable new and existing social enterprises that trains and employ the needy disadvantage in Singapore to help them become self-reliant. The CEF is open to all new and existing social enterprises within the social service sector.” 
 to support nonprofits’ intention to be more “entrepreneurial and innovative in helping their beneficiaries through earned income activities” (Tan, 2010, p. 2). This is interestingly reminiscent of the 
corporatist model whereby an increase in social expenditure, which is the CEF in this case, can provide space for the nonprofit sector to grow. More importantly, being entrepreneurial also means that nonprofit organizations have to “use the 
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language and skills of the business world” (Van Til, 2000, p. 14). Consequently, this further reinforces the relevance of public relations strategies and practices commonly used by the business sector in the nonprofit domain.  
2. Key building blocks of the nonprofit sector According to Van Til (2000), civic participation and voluntary association are among the key building blocks of the nonprofit sector. First of all, civic participation in the form of community associations, sports clubs, arts groups, cooperatives, charitable societies, etc. could strengthen values such as solidarity and integrity in a particular community. Robert Putnam, in his influential book titled Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community published in 2000, also emphasizes the important role of third-sector organizations, or nonprofits, to amass and cultivate social capital – an essential catalyst for collective action and revitalization of the civic life in the United States. Coleman (1988) argues that “social capital inheres in the structure of relations between actors and among actors,” and these actors can also be “corporate actors” (p. 98), which include nonprofit organizations. In Singapore where the third sector is gaining some growth momentum, an implication derived from Putnam and Coleman’s arguments is that in order to fulfill this role, it is imperative for nonprofits to build relationship with their publics and engage them in civic activities such as donations or charitable events. Social capital is ultimately about social relationship and only through organized civic engagement activities like these (mediated by nonprofit organizations) can it be cultivated and strengthened. In this sense, relational public relations strategies and practices can illuminate how nonprofits can achieve this goal. This will be discussed in-depth in the next section on nonprofits and relationship building via new media. 
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Another building block of the nonprofit sector is socio-political 
pluralism/associationalism which “involves a multi-institutional structure for society, in which political, economic, cultural, and associational forces are able to organize themselves, in relative independence from each other, to advance the distinct purposes they each embody” (Van Til, 2000, p. 5). This pluralist perspective which supports the idea of associationalism opens up a space for voluntary associations to form and thrive (Hirst, 1994). Van Til (2000) further points out that within this paradigm, the role of the state is to provide “a level playing field for these associations to grow, act, and contest with each other. Associations not only address social aims, but also serve as means for economic organization and cooperation” (p. 6). Again, the current landscape of the nonprofit sector in Singapore clearly manifests this with the growth of voluntarism. Because the general public has become increasingly aware of and receptive to voluntary activities, it is important for nonprofits to ride on this trend to cultivate good relationships with different social groups, the young and old, individuals and corporations to garner more support, which hopefully contributes to the growth of the sector in particular and nurtures the civic mindset among Singaporeans in general. All in all, the key building blocks of the nonprofit sector as reviewed above suggest the significance and relevance of relationship building in the way nonprofit organizations communicate with their stakeholders. The following section will discuss in-depth the concept of relationship building and how nonprofits can incorporate it into their online communications strategies.  
29  
NONPROFITS & RELATIONSHIP BUILDING IN THE INFORMATION AGE 
1. Public relations and relationship building Before delving into what it means by relationship building, it is necessary to define public relations. Commonly seen as publicity or worse, manipulation of public opinion, public relations in its initial stage of development could be characterized as highly transactional. However, a contemporary definition of public relations posits the profession in a different light. According to Cutlip et al. (2000), “public relations is the management function that establishes and maintains mutually beneficial relationships between an organization and the publics on whom it success or failure depends” (p. 6). This definition marks a paradigm shift in the field of public relations which adopts the relational perspective first suggested by Ferguson in 1984 (Jahansoozi, 2006). From this perspective, public relations is still practically strategic and goal-oriented, yet at the same time, it has become increasingly relational, i.e. its focus has been shifted to relationship building with relevant publics.  The relational aspect of public relations is further implied in the system theory, which “looks at organizations as made up of interrelated parts, adapting and adjusting to changes in the political, economic, and social environments in which they operate” (Lattimore, Baskin, Heiman, & Toth, 2009, p. 44). In this sense, an organization is supposed to have interdependent relationships with its environment, both internally and externally (Grunig, Grunig, & Dozier, 2002). The organization-public relationship, therefore, could manifest in various patterns of interaction, transaction, exchange, and linkage between an organization and its publics (Broom, Casey & Ritchey, 1997), which in turn can impact the quality of the relationship.  
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2. Relationship building, nonprofits, and new media 
2.1 The importance of online relationship building to nonprofits With regard to the adoption of public relations strategies by nonprofit organizations, Lattimore et al. (2009) note that “nonprofits [at least in the United States] have been on a public relations fast-learning curve in recent years, hiring practitioners and integrating the communication function into their strategic plans” (p. 322). This could be largely driven by the recognition that “nonprofits that expect to thrive must run well-managed, fiscally sound operations, deliver quality services, and be accountable to the publics they serve” (Lattimore et al., 2009, p. 321). In addition, given the competitive, resource-scarce, and scandal/crisis-filled environment in which they operate, nonprofit organizations have to be more strategic in their communication with the publics in order to establish an identifiable and trustworthy identity while maintaining their bottom line (Lattimore et al. 2009). Cutlip et al. (2000) outline the roles of public relations in nonprofit organizations as followed: (1) Gain acceptance of an organization’s mission (2) Develop channels of communication with those an organization serves (3) Create and maintain a favorable climate for fundraising (4) Support the development and maintenance of public policy that is favorable to an organization’s mission (5) Inform and motivate key organizational constituents (such as employees, volunteers, and trustees) to dedicate themselves and work productively in support of an organization’s mission, goals, and objectives (p. 526) This further reinforces the importance of relationship building to nonprofit organizations since positive relationship implies trust, commitment, reciprocity, 
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and mutual understanding that may entail positive outcomes such as increases in membership, voluntary participation, donation or simply positive awareness of the organizations.  The emergence of new media has provided public relations practitioners with new channels and new ways to reach out to and cultivate relationships with key publics. Functionally, ICTs such as websites, email and Internet access in general allows nonprofit organizations to do many things including conducting research, sharing information of interest directly to key publics, monitoring public opinion, soliciting feedback from the publics, raising funds, networking with affiliates, attracting employees and volunteers, providing trainings, sponsoring 24/7 information services, and enhancing their overall ability to run their programs and fulfill their mission (Lattimore et al., 2009; Vorvoreanu, 2007). Perceptually, it has been widely acknowledged that a comprehensive web presence does positively influence public perception of an organization (Vorvoreanu, 2007). This shows that “providing a positive experience on the organization’s website is crucial to maintaining a good relationship with publics, enhancing reputation and customer loyalty, and, ultimately, surviving as a business” (Vorvoreanu, 2007, p. 160). Although this recognition is developed in the corporate sector, it can certainly be extrapolated to the nonprofit sector now that it has started to seriously integrate public relations practices into its communications plan. Websites, along this line, are an important component of nonprofit organizations’ relationship building effort. In the island-wired Singapore where Internet access is almost ubiquitous, the question about how to create a website that can cultivate relationships with key publics is valid and inevitable as far as nonprofits are concerned.  
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Furthermore, as social media, exemplified by blogs, social networking sites (Facebook, MySpace, Cyworld, etc.), microblogging site (Twitter), and the like, are taking the world by storm, many nonprofit organizations have started exploring these new avenues and integrating them into their communication strategies. Kanter and Fine (2010) propose a concept of networked nonprofit to illustrate the transformation of nonprofit organizations spurred by the proliferation of social media. According to these authors,  nonprofits traditionally work as single actors and view themselves through an “organization-centric” lens that situates them at “the center of the universe with other people and organizations circling around it – providing it with funds, attention, volunteers as needed” (p. 25). However, as the world has increasingly been “energized by social media and connectedness,” the authors argue that proactive nonprofit organizations need to focus on “working as part of larger social networks that exist inside and outside of their institutional walls” (p. 25). This view is reminiscent of not only the system theory but also the remarkably influential network society paradigm first proposed by the highly acclaimed scholar Manuel Castells in 1996. So, what are networked nonprofits eventually? To Kanter and Fine (2010), they are “simple and transparent organizations” that open up and continuously span their boundaries by engaging in “conversations with people beyond their walls” (p. 3). Relationship building is a “core responsibility of all staffers” (p. 3), and social media platforms that act as “conversation starters” (blogs, YouTube, Twitter), “collaboration tools” (wikis and Google Groups), and “network builders” (Facebook, MySpace, and Twitter) (p. 5) are indispensable means for them to fulfill this responsibility.  
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2.2 Nonprofits and dialogic communication with new media As mentioned earlier, relationship building is extremely essential to the operation and sustainability of nonprofit organizations, and right at the heart of relationship building is dialogue. Pearson (1989) was the first scholar who considered dialogue as a public relation theory. He argued that “public relations is best conceptualized as the management of interpersonal dialectic” (Pearson, 1989, p. 117). Botan (1997) further explained that “traditional approaches to public relations relegate publics to a secondary role, making them instruments for meeting organizational policy or marketing needs; whereas dialogue elevates publics to the status of communication equal with the organization” (p. 192). From this dialogic perspective, Kent and Taylor (1998) proposed five dialogic principles to relationship building using websites. These include a dialogic 
feedback loop that allow two-way communication between an organization and its publics; useful information of general value to all publics; generation of return 
visits through attractive features that lead to repeat visits; ease of interface, which means that visitors to websites should “find the sites easy to figure out and understand” (p. 329); and lastly, rule of conservation of visitors, which means that websites “should include only ‘essential links’ with clearly marked paths for visitors to return to your site” (p. 330).  Kent and Taylor (2002) further argued that a dialogic theory of public relations was more than just symmetrical or two-way communication (Grunig & Hunt, 1984; Grunig, Grunig, & Ehling, 1992; Grunig, Grunig, & Dozier, 2002). They then proposed that dialogic communication include the following five features: “mutuality, or the recognition of organization-public relationships; 
propinquity, or the temporality and spontaneity of interactions with publics; 
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empathy, or the supportiveness and confirmation of public goals and interests; 
risk, or the willingness to interact with individuals and publics on their own terms; and finally commitment, or the extent to which an organization gives itself over to dialogue, interpretation, and understanding in its interaction with publics” (p. 24-25).  Kent and Taylor’s framework and conceptualization of dialogic communication in public relations as reviewed above have spurred the growth of studies exploring the manifestation of dialogic communication with new media in different organizational setting such as nonprofit organizations (Kent, Taylor, & White, 2003; Reber & Kim, 2006; Seltzer & Mitrook, 2007; Taylor, Kent, & White, 2001); Fortune 500 companies (Esrock & Leichty, 1999, 2000; Park & Reber, 2008); colleges and universities (Kang & Norton, 2006; McAllister-Spooner & Kent, 2009; McAllister-Spooner & Taylor, 2012); congressional websites (Taylor & Kent, 2004), and litigation public relations firms (Reber, Gower, & Robinson, 2006).  With a specific focus on the nonprofit sector, Taylor, Kent, and White (2001), after studying websites of 100 environmental organizations, found that “while most activist organizations meet the technical and design aspects required for dialogic relationship building on the web, they are not yet fully engaging their publics in two-way communications” (p. 263). Similarly, Reber and Kim (2006) examined how environmental activist groups conduct media relations through their websites. The results show that “there is a marked lack of characteristics that would encourage journalists to interact with activist organizations via their websites” and that “most websites did not employ dialogic features that could serve to build trust and satisfaction among 
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journalists” (p. 329). Along the same line, Ingenhoff and Koelling (2008) analyzed the websites of 134 charitable fundraising nonprofits in Sweden and found that these organizations had not utilized the dialogic potential of the Internet to the fullest in their communication with donors and the media. Their websites seemed to be lacking in dialogic features from simple ones like contact information to more advanced ones such as chat rooms, forums, blogs, and podcasts.  Such findings appear to resonate with an observation made by other researchers that most content online was generally associated with marketing activities and promote favorable corporate images in the public’s perception (Cross, 1994; Hill & White, 2000; Ho, 1997). Hill and White (2000), from 13 in-depth interviews with public relations practitioners, found that some of them still viewed engaging the target audience through websites as a B-list task even though they recognized the importance of having an online presence in reaching and building relationship with new audience. This perception is further reflected in more recent studies of nonprofits and their web usage. Williams and Brunner (2010) found that nonprofits’ websites, despite being user-friendly, still lacked interactive platforms such as online chat, discussion boards or blogs to engage stakeholders and build dialogic relationship with them. Another a study of 80 nongovernmental organizations for development (NGOD) in Spain by Gandia (2011) continues to confirm this trend. The findings suggest that “the informative strategy of Spanish NGODs is adapted primarily to an ornamental web presence” (p. 71), meaning that organizations in the nonprofit sector in Spain use websites as a tool to promote their “brand image” and disseminate general information. Saxton and Chao (2011) in their analysis of websites of 117 
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community foundations in the United States found that these nonprofits had been effectively using the Internet for disclosure purposes but not for dialogues to engage their publics further.  Certainly, it has been found that an effective use of websites to promote and disclose information could positively influence donors’ intention to donate to nonprofits (Hou, Du, & Tian, 2009; Venable, Rose, Bush, & Gilbert, 2005). Nonetheless, Gandia (2011) argues that it is desirable for nonprofits to move up their information strategy from promotional to informational and ultimately relational. Perceptually, this serves as a strong indicator of the organizations’ effort to become more transparent and relatable to their stakeholders. Functionally, this also implies that the websites of these organizations need to be more interactive to engage their publics in conversations or exchange of information that may be useful for both parties.  Most of the literature reviewed thus far has mainly focused on websites as a ubiquitous online communication technology employed by nonprofits. Analyzing websites of 20 mobilization sites in the United Kingdom, Gerodimos (2008) found that most nonprofits or issue organizations appear to place a strong emphasis on media relations strategy “based on the traditional model of mass media attention” and argued that “an alternative model of engagement utilizing emerging cyber-practices that could really capture young people’s imagination and attention” (p. 984) was much needed for more effective communications. To date, perhaps the answer to an alternative model lies nowhere but right in the emergence of highly interactive and dynamic social networking sites (SNSs) such as Facebook, MySpace, Cyworld (South Korea), Mixi (Japan) and the like.  
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Boyd and Ellison (2007) define SNSs as “web-based services that allow individuals to (1) construct a public or semi-public profile within a bounded system, (2) articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connection, and (3) view and traverse their list of connection and those made by others within the system” (p. 211). Among the popular SNSs, Facebook has emerged as one of the fastest growing sites whose reach has grown beyond the college campus in the US where it was first developed in 2004. Over the past few years, Facebook has evolved into a platform not only for visualization of one’s offline social network as defined by Boyd and Ellison (2007) above, but also a space where different social, political, or business organizations can utilize to generate brand awareness, build relationships with target audience, or engage the publics in collective discourses on various issues of interest.  The presence of nonprofit organizations on SNSs like Facebook has been increasingly studied in-depth by many communication scholars. The main focus is on how these organizations have leveraged various interactive features and applications on Facebook to build relationship with various stakeholders. Waters, Burnett, Lamm, and Lucas (2009) conducted a content analysis of 275 profiles of legally incorporated nonprofits on Facebook to examine how these organizations implement three strategic virtual communication strategies in their Facebook profiles. The first strategy is disclosure, which refers to the high level of transparency in terms of information available on nonprofits’ Facebook pages (Kelleher, 2006; Waters et al., 2009). With regard to a nonprofit’s Facebook profile, this suggests a comprehensive description of the organization and its history, hyperlink to its official website, presence of its logo, and a list of staff members in charge of the profile (Berman, Abraham, Battino, Shipnuck, & 
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Neus, 2007). The second strategy, information dissemination, is in line with the usefulness of information provided online. Practically, this involves different channels through which a nonprofit disseminates information via its Facebook page. Building on the work of Carrera, Chiu, Pratipwattanawong, Chienwattanasuk, Ahmad, and Murphy (2008) who examine how an Australian tourism company has used MySpace to market its services, Waters et al. (2009) propose that information dissemination should include “posting links to external news items about the organization or its cause; posting photographs, videos, or audios from the organization and its supporters; and using the message board or discussion wall to post announcements and answer questions” (p. 2). Last but not least is interactivity, which plays an important role in cultivating good relationship between an organization and its stakeholders (Jo & Kim, 2003). For the Facebook pages, interactivity could manifest in the availability of email address to contact the organization, online donation, event calendar or list of volunteer opportunities (Waters et al., 2009). The findings reveal that “nonprofits have not incorporated the vast majority of the Facebook applications available to them into their social networking presence” (p. 4), and of the three relationship building strategies – disclosure, information dissemination, and involvement – disclosure was found to be the most often used one. Another study focusing on nonprofits and Facebook is by Bortree and Seltzer (2009). The researchers analyzed 50 Facebook profiles of environmental advocacy groups in the United States to examine the dialogic strategies used and dialogic outcomes generated from a Facebook presence. What is significant about this study is the introduction of six dialogic outcomes – user posts, network activity, user responses to others, organization response to users, 
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network extensiveness and network growth – and the correlations between these outcomes and the dialogic strategies (Bortree & Seltzer, 2009). Similar to what Ingenhoff and Koelling (2008) found about the websites of Swiss fundraising organizations, they concluded that these advocacy groups had not fully utilized the dialogic features afforded by Facebook. Bortree and Seltzer (2009), however, did not provide any explanation for such use. Instead, given the positive correlations identified between the three dialogic strategies – conservation of members, generation of return visits, and organization engagement – and the six dialogic outcomes mentioned earlier, the authors strongly emphasized that these organizations should have been more active, or even proactive in their online communication strategies by posting more things on the discussion board, sharing more information, updating the calendar of events more regularly. Interestingly, to achieve this, they proposed that nonprofits organization “designate someone to be responsible for following through on dialogic opportunities” (p. 319). In practice, this implies the importance of manpower in implementing online communication strategies. In theory, this supports the need to explore any possible correlation between an organizational factor such as manpower and an organization’s online relationship building strategies, which is one of the focuses of this study. The following section will discuss further the correlation between some key organizational factors and a nonprofit’s online communication strategies. 
3. Organizational factors and nonprofits’ new media usage Kanter and Fine (2010)’s idea about networked nonprofits is certainly exciting and worth further exploration. Nonetheless, from a practical point of view, one has to recognize the fact that it is not easy to implement online communications 
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strategies in an organization, let alone a nonprofit which tends to face resource constraints. Drawing on existing organizational behavior theories, Nah and Saxton (2012), in their latest attempt to study the adoption of social media by nonprofit organizations, maintain that the adoption and use of new communication technologies by organizations are contingent on various factors such as their capacities to mobilize resources (McCarthy & Zald, 1977), the extent to which their resources depend on external factors – resource-
dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), their organizational strategies (Hackler & Saxton, 2007), as well as the institutional pressures from the external social, cultural and economic environment – institutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, 1991; Scott, 1994, 1995; Scott & Christensen, 1995; Scott & Meyer, 1991, 1994). This shows that it is worth examining the relationship between organizational factors and how nonprofits in Singapore use their websites and Facebook to build relationships with their publics. Within the scope of this study, only internal organizational factors that are identifiable on their websites and Facebook pages will be included so that the coding process can be done seamlessly.   First and foremost, financial resource is an important factor to consider because it influences the adoption and overall IT capacity of nonprofit organizations (Corder, 2001; Hackler & Saxton, 2007; Nah & Saxton, 2012; Zorn et al., 2011). In fact, according to Kenix (2008), most nonprofits were “struggling to economically maintain their web presence” (p. 422) due to the financial constraints they faced. Consequently, a focus on corporate model which emphasizes brand promotion and generation of economic returns in the form of merchandise sales, donation and sponsorship is inevitable. Likewise, Ingenhoff 
41  
and Koelling (2008) also found a significant positive correlation between total income and dialogic capacity of the websites examined, which implies that the ability to incorporate dialogic features into online communication platform depends on the financial capacity of a nonprofit. In this study, financial resources will be explicated into two independent variables, revenue and income sources as guided by the resource-dependence theory mentioned earlier. Next, manpower has been highlighted as an important factor that nonprofits contemplating embracing social media like Facebook should pay attention to (Ogden & Starita, 2009). Debunking the myth that social media are free, Odgen and Starita (2009) point out that effective use of social technologies like blog or Facebook requires talented and knowledgeable staff who would dedicate lots of time and energy to maintain the online presence of a nonprofit. This may include responding timely to online feedback, monitoring discussion board, updating the websites or Facebook pages with news/press releases/announcements, or creating content for the blogs if there is one. Nonprofits that face limited staff strength may have difficulties actualizing these necessary tasks useful for relationship building. Indeed, size of a nonprofit, as measured by staff strength, has been argued to have relationship with its new media use (Barraket, 2005). Specifically, it has been found that “high-functionality” websites belong to large nonprofits (with more than 15 staff), whereas the “low-functionality” ones belong to small nonprofits (with less than five staff) (Barraket, 2005). Manpower or staff strength, therefore, is another organizational factor that will be examined in this study.  Last but not least, age and type of nonprofits have been included in some empirical studies to see if they influence how these organizations use of new 
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media. In terms of age, Saxton and Chao (2011) report the insignificant relationship between age of nonprofits and their online accountability strategies, an important aspect of relationship building which will be discussed further in Chapter 3. The author, however, does not provide any explanation for the insignificance. As for type of nonprofits, Barraket (2005) classifies the nonprofits in his samples based on their focus areas such as community services, sport, religion, arts and culture, interest group, health and related, economic cooperation. However the author reports nothing about the relationship between this variable and the organizations’ use of new media. Similarly, after conducting extensive research on the nonprofit sector in the United States, Europe, and Asia, Salamon and Anheier (1996) devise a so-called International 
Classification of Nonprofit Organizations. This typology classifies nonprofits into arts/culture/recreation, research, health, social services/emergency relief, environment/animal rights, and civic and advocacy. The diversity of focus areas may lead to an assumption that it might influence how a nonprofit implements its communication online. Interestingly enough, McAllister-Spooner (2009) highlights the opposite. The author maintains that “regardless of type, organizations do not seem to be fully utilizing the interactive potential of the Internet to build and maintain organization-public relationship” (p. 321). Nonetheless, since this study examines the nonprofit sector in the Singapore context, it is worth including type and age, besides financial capacity and human resources as independent variables to see if they have any relationship with the local nonprofits’ relationship building strategies.  In summary, this chapter provides an overview of how the nonprofit sector has been defined and conceptualized by social sciences scholars. Based on 
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such conceptualization, it argues for the relevance and necessity for nonprofit organizations to build relationships with their key publics. It then reviews how the concept of relationship building has emerged as a cornerstone of the public relations discipline, and lastly discusses possible connections between various organizational factors and nonprofits’ online relationship building strategies. The next chapter will discuss the key relational elements – usability, interactivity, 
information dissemination, disclosure, accountability, commitment and inclusivity – as identified in the existing literature on public relations, new media and nonprofit organizations. These dimensions also serve as the conceptual framework to measure the online relationship building effort of nonprofit organizations in Singapore in this study. Relevant research questions will also be proposed.   
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CHAPTER 3 – CONCEPTUALIZING NONPROFITS’ RELATIONSHIP BUILDING 
WITH NEW MEDIA 
 
DIMENSIONS OF NONPROFITS’ ONLINE RELATIONSHIP BUILDING  Central to the understanding of organization-public relationships are relational elements essential to build, foster and sustain positive relationships. As Jahansoozi (2006) argues, “without the presence of the relational characteristics, the relationship will falter and, if not attended to, ultimately dissolve” (p. 66). Drawing on myriad theories developed by scholars in neighboring disciplines such as marketing, organizational theory, conflict resolution, and interpersonal communication (Jahansoozi, 2006), the existing public relations literature on relational elements has consistently mentioned and emphasized the importance of the following elements of relationship building. First of all is mutuality, which can be understood in terms of mutual legitimacy/control – “the degree to which parties agree on who has the rightful power to influence one another” (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 3), mutual understanding, mutual satisfaction (Grunig, Grunig & Ehling, 1992), and mutual equity (Kent & Taylor, 2002). Mutuality, as argued by Kent and Taylor (2002), underpins any potential collaboration between two parties, thus it is an important relational element. As far as public relations is concerned, two-way communication is perhaps the first step to cultivate mutuality. Indeed, Grunig and Hunt (1984) even go further by proposing two-way symmetrical communications as the most excellent model of public relations. Although this may be too ideal and sometimes impractical to implement, a high level of mutuality and reciprocity should be present. Extrapolating this to the online 
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context, it could be argued that the notion of mutual, reciprocal and dialogic organization-public relationship is closely connected with interactivity – a distinctive feature of the World Wide Web. In other words, the level of interactivity of a nonprofit’s website or Facebook page plays an important role in that organization’s relationship building effort as it allows more conversations between the organization and its relevant stakeholders.  Being one of the most distinguishing characteristics that sets apart new media such as websites from traditional media like newspapers, interactivity has been defined differently by different scholars. To Steuer (1992), interactivity is “the extent to which users can participate in modifying the form and content of a mediated environment in real time” (p. 84). Interactivity is also defined as “a condition of communication in which simultaneous and continuous exchanges occur, and these exchanges carry a social, binding force” (Rafaeli & Sudweek, 1997, p. 4). Regardless of the nuances, a common thread running across these definitions is that interactivity reflects “the mutual relational interactions between the message provider and the recipient” (Jo & Kim, 2003, p. 201). Along this line, interactivity parallels with the principle of dialogic loop which “allows public to query organizations and … offers organizations the opportunity to respond to questions, concerns and problems” as proposed by Kent and Taylor (1998, p. 326). It has become imperative then for organizations to include a built-in feedback mechanism in their websites and appoint a professional public relations staff to monitor and provide timely responses to any feedback or comments from the publics. This is obviously the clearest manifestation of interactivity or dialogic loop principle. In brief, because “the intrinsic interactivity of the web can enhance the mutual relationship and collaboration 
46  
between the message sender (the organization) and the receiver (the public)” (Jo & Kim, 2003, p. 202), interactivity is an important dimension of online relationship building which will be examined in this study. Next is openness/open communication (Grunig, Grunig & Ehling, 1992; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998, 2000). More than just sharing of information between two parties involved in a relationship, openness implies the transparency much needed for any organizations, including nonprofits, since it “provides the atmospheric conditions that allow trust, accountability, cooperation, collaboration, and commitment to flourish” (Jahansoozi, 2006, p. 80). Furthermore, openness operates at the very first stage of relationship building, and what entails is largely dependent on how much both parties disclose about themselves. Known as “self-disclosure” in an influential interpersonal communication theory called the social penetration theory, openness is supposed to enhance “both the breadth and depth of relational sharing” and move the relationship through different stages (Miller, 2005, p. 169). In the context of organization-public relationship in mediated environment, the term disclosure appears to be more appropriate as it stresses a strong intention to be transparent on the part of the organization. Therefore, it will be used hereafter to refer to one of the most important dimensions of online relationship building to be focused on in this study.  The importance of voluntary disclosure to the perceived transparency of nonprofit organizations has been widely acknowledged in the existing literature (Neely, Khumawala, & Gordon, 2007; Waters et al., 2009). Nonprofits that provide voluntary disclosure of information could improve donors’ perceptions, and may subsequently increase donors’ contribution as they are assured of the 
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organizations’ effectiveness and commitment (Buchheit & Parsons, 2006). In this regard, disclosure serves as the very first step to relationship building because it opens up an organization, making it known to the public.  With regard to online disclosure, it has been conceptualized at three different levels namely ornamental – a nonprofit’s website only serves as promotional platform, informational - a nonprofit’s website is used “as a tool to increase informative transparency” (Gandia, 2011, p. 60), and lastly, relational – a nonprofit’s website is used “as a portal of services for the stakeholders” (Gandia, 2011, p. 60) to interact with the organization. Central to these different levels of disclosure is the usefulness of information which emphasizes the importance of providing information of values to all the publics, for instance background information about the organization, its programs/products/services, its mission and values, its achievements, organizational members, contact details, so on and so forth (Kent & Taylor, 1998). More importantly, Gandia (2011) highlights the positive correlation between the amount of information available on a nonprofit’s website and the level of contributions received. This, once again, reinforces the importance of disclosure to relationship building and the need to examine how this dimension is manifested in the way nonprofit organizations in Singapore use websites and Facebook pages. Furthermore, it is undeniable that websites generally allow organizations to bypass the gatekeeping process of the mass media and publish content or updates they deem of great values, usefulness or interest to the publics. Although it might seem to be one-way communication, the commitment to keep their stakeholders updated with latest happenings on a regular basis is a strong 
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indication of their intention to cultivate and maintain relationships with the stakeholders. As Kent and Taylor (1998) suggest, an organization’s website should “contain features that make them more attractive for repeat visits such as updated information, changing issues, special forums…” and that “sites that contain constantly updated and ‘valuable’ information for publics appear credible and suggest that an organization is responsible” (p. 329). As a result, 
information dissemination is an important relational dimension which will be examined further in this study. As equally important as disclosure is accountability. Accountability is seen as an important element of positive organization-public relationships (Jahansoozi, 2006) because it plays a part in enhancing the perceived transparency of an organization, and more importantly, it underlines the level of trust in an organization. In fact, defined as “one party’s level of confidence in and willingness to open oneself to the other party” (Hon & Grunig, 1999, p. 3), trust is a relational element that has consistently appeared in various conceptualizations of relationship building (Grunig, Grunig, & Ehling, 1992; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998, 2000; Hon & Grunig, 1999; Huang, 2001). And if nonprofit organizations want to cultivate trust in their publics through online communication, improving the perceived accountability is probably one of the first steps to take.  Anheier (2009) maintains that nonprofit organizations could be understood from the social accountability perspective which treats them as “instruments of greater transparency, heightened accountability, and improved governance of public institutions” (p. 1028). In other words, as a special social sector with a high moral obligation to serve the public interest, nonprofits are expected to be accountable for their public statements as well as their stances in 
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relation to any of their social, political, economic or cultural initiatives (Vaccaro & Madsen, 2009). Nonetheless, the nonprofit sector has also been complained about “the secrecy that surrounds its activities, the sense that these organizations abuse the public benefits they receive for essentially private purposes” (Salamon & Anheier, 1996, p. 126). Highly publicized scandals involving prominent nonprofit organizations in Singapore such as the National Kidney Foundation Singapore whose allegations include false declaration of reserves and misuse of funds in 2005, or more recently, Ren Ci Hospital – a charitable hospital for the poor – whose CEO was charged for conspiracy, misuse of funds and forgery in 2009 have in fact severely tarnished the reputation of the nonprofit sector and lower public trust and confidence in their activities. This certainly has negative impact on the growth of this sector, and nonprofits, by all means, have to address this issue if they still want to be seen as legitimate actors in society. Many scholars have emphasized the importance of information transparency in the context of corporations and suggested that they could improve their accountability by leveraging new media channels (Tapscott & Ticoll, 2003; Vaccaro & Madsen, 2006). The potential of ICTs in enhancing information transparency and accountability for that matter is also applicable to the nonprofit sector. Indeed, it is one of the benefits once nonprofits become networked nonprofits as strongly recommended by Kanter and Fine (2010). In summary, accountability is extremely relevant to nonprofit organizations, making it an essential factor influencing their online relationship building effort. As a result, this study also examines how nonprofits in Singapore make themselves more accountable online.  
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Another relational dimension worth exploring is commitment. In fact, among the various relational elements public relations scholars have identified as essential to organization-public relationship, commitment emerges as one that may result in long-lasting and sustainable relationships if it is well-cultivated (Huang, 2001; Hon & Grunig, 1999; Kent & Taylor, 2002; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998, 2000). Hon and Grunig (1999) define commitment as “the extent to which each party believes and feels that the relationship is worth spending energy to maintain and promote” (p. 3), while Kent and Taylor (2002) simply see it as individuals’ commitment to a conversation or interpretation. With a specific reference to nonprofit organizations, commitment manifests in their effort to motivate and engage their publics in their programs and activities. On the part of the publics, it is about their involvement with nonprofit organizations as employees, members, volunteers, donors or sponsors. Given the voluntary inclination of the nonprofit sector, the cultivation of commitment is of great importance for its operation. As a result, commitment is a relational dimension which nonprofit organizations should not oversee in their communication with the publics in new media environment.   In addition, the literature on nonprofit organizations and new media has also moved beyond the dialogic communication paradigm and contextualized this phenomenon in a larger and more complex discourse about the Internet and its debatable democratizing potential (Bertelson, 1992; Bolter, 1991; Coombs, 1998; Dahlberg, 2001; Flower, 1984; Kelemen & Smith, 2001; Kellner, 1999; McChesney, 2000; Mitra, 1997; Mitra & Cohen, 1999; Mitra & Watts, 2003; Slevin, 2000). When the Internet came around and is continuously evolving with new applications, new communication platforms, suddenly everyone and 
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everything appeared to be interconnected, and opinion sharing is simply a click away. This gives rise to hopes for a revitalized public sphere – a social space for people to gather and have rational discussions about public affairs (Habermas, 1989; Kellner, 2006) – that has long been overshadowed by consumerism and commercialization of the mass media underpinned by modernization and industrialization4
                                                        4 See Kellner (2006) for a more in-depth discussion of the concept of public sphere and how it has evolved together with the emergence of new communication technologies. 
. As far as nonprofit organizations are concerned, Spencer (2002) maintained that egalitarian, communal, and democratic principles are ideals that nonprofits are supposed to adhere to and that these qualities “would be more likely to translate to equitable online functionality” (Kenix, 2007, p. 71) compared to organizations in the business sector. Practically, it is not compulsory for all nonprofit organizations to embrace the task of revitalize the public sphere ideal if their main mission is simply to help the needy. Yet, conceptually, this ideal implies the need for nonprofit organizations to be more inclusive in their activities and communications to the public. After all, the very existence of nonprofit organizations is driven by the need to address societal issues. Not only do they need to build relationships with the well and wealthy, they also need to expand their reach to the marginalized groups such as the ethnic minority, the old, the disabled, and the poor in their relationship building effort. Along this line, inclusivity could be arguably seen as a relational dimension that nonprofit organizations should pay attention to since it gives addressees a sense of acknowledgement, which can further translate into their openness to provide feedback or willingness to participate in activities/programs organized by an organization. In the online environment, this can be manifested by the 
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simple fact that websites of nonprofits take into account the different languages that their beneficiaries use, their Internet connection speed, their eyesight, so on and so forth so as to make their web experience hassle-free and comfortable.  Last but not least, given that the relationship building effort is being mediated through websites, usability – defined as “ease-of-use of the Website” (Vorvoreanu, 2007, p. 161) – is a dimension worth exploring since it can affect users/visitors’ experience and perception toward not just the website in question, but the organization behind it. An extensive review of web design guides by Vorvoreanu (2007) yields a common view that a good website should be user-centered and meet “the requirements of simplicity, clarity, predictability, speed, and consistency” (p. 161). Usability, in this regard, resonates with Kent and Taylor (1998)’s ease of interface principle of dialogic communication in online environment which emphasizes the presence of navigation map (or site map), well-organized links, meaningful content preferably in textual format, and fast downloading time. Usability contributes to the overall positive web experience, and thus, it is an important dimension of an organization’s online relationship building effort.  All in all, drawing on the existing literature, there are seven relational dimensions pertaining to nonprofit organizations’ online relationship building effort. They are usability, interactivity, disclosure, information dissemination, accountability, commitment and inclusivity. These dimensions will serve as the conceptual framework for this study. Details of how each dimension is explicated will be discussed further in Chapter 4 – Methodology. 
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS From the literature review above, it seems that research on nonprofits and their use of online communication tool, be it website or Facebook has put a strong emphasis on the availability of interface features that are assumed to facilitate relationship building. Most of the studies reviewed were conducted in the United States, United Kingdom, Sweden and Australia. As this area is seemingly understudied at least in the Southeast Asian context, it would be worthwhile, for a start, to have a comprehensive understanding of how some nonprofits here, particularly in Singapore, have been leveraging websites and Facebook pages to engage and build relationship with the public. Firstly, to recap, it is imperative for nonprofits in Singapore to make themselves visible to the public, and second, sustain their operations. The recent advancements in online communication via Web 2.0 platforms as well as the increasingly Internet-savvy population in Singapore suggest it is sensible for nonprofits to leverage these new media to increase public awareness of their organizations, promote their causes, and garner wider support. Therefore, it is worth exploring how they have been doing this and the findings may provide useful recommendations so that such platforms will be better utilized. With specific reference to the key relational dimensions reviewed earlier, the following research question is proposed: 
RQ1a: How have nonprofits in Singapore been incorporating the key 
relational dimensions in their websites and Facebook pages to build 
relationship with their stakeholders? Furthermore, a combination of both website and Facebook page will logically enhance the presence of various relational features. As such, what 
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would be more interesting is to examine the websites of nonprofits with only websites and those of nonprofits with both platforms to see whether the adoption of Facebook has any relationship with nonprofits’ online relationship building via their websites. In other words, the increasing popularity of Facebook in the nonprofit sector has posed a question about whether it has any influence on websites which have always been an official online space to cultivate organization-public relationship. This leads to the formation of another research question below. 
RQ1b: Do the websites of nonprofits with only websites and those of 
nonprofits with both websites and Facebook pages have any differences in terms of 
the key relational dimensions? Lastly, as highlighted by McAllister-Spooner (2009), organizational factors seem to influence the way nonprofits embrace online communication platforms. Based on the literature reviewed in Chapter 2, type (focus areas), age, financial resources, and staff strength may have some relationship with how Nonprofits’ use of new media. An understanding of how nonprofits in Singapore are using the Internet will be more comprehensive when this issue is taken into consideration. This leads to the formation of the following research question: 
RQ2: What are the associations between organizational factors namely 
type, age, revenue, income sources, and staff strength and nonprofits’ use of 
websites and Facebook to build relationship with their stakeholders?  
55  
CHAPTER 4 – METHODOLOGY  
 
RATIONALE FOR RESEARCH METHOD The main purpose of this study is to explore how nonprofits in Singapore construct their online presence in an effort to build relationship with stakeholders. Logically, one way to answer this question is to examine their websites and Facebook pages. As “a research technique for the objective, systematic and quantitative description of the manifest content of communication” (Berelson, 1952, p. 18), content analysis is the most appropriate method to yield a comprehensive description. Furthermore, as an old saying goes, “action speaks louder than words.” An organization may have fanciful plans to present itself online, but its actual use of new media may suggest otherwise. Therefore, content analysis has emerged as a suitable method to illuminate an organization’s actual efforts using new media. 
SAMPLING & MEASUREMENTS 
1. Sampling The population of this study includes both local and international nonprofit organizations that officially register as societies in compliance with the Societies Act enacted in 19675
                                                        5 Please visit this website for more information about the registry of society in Singapore 
. A search using Google search engine yields several directories of nonprofits here, among which the one published by the National Volunteer and Philanthropy Centre (NVPC) is the most comprehensive one. A nonprofit functioning as a networking agency connecting other nonprofits with 
https://app.ros.gov.sg/ui/index/aboutus.aspx  
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the public and private sector, NVPC’s directory used to have a few hundred organizations claiming to be nonprofits. Apart from organizations focusing on social services, children’s welfare, activism, advocacy, and so on, this database also has many primary and secondary schools. Although this list is compiled based on a self-report or self-declaration procedure, which means that a nonprofit can register itself for free with NVPC, it is still a better list in terms of quantity of registered nonprofits compared to other limited directories such as AngloINFO with only 26 organizations6, Wikipedia with again 26 organizations7 and ST701 Directory with only 12 organizations listed.8 As mentioned earlier, the only issue with the NVPC’s database is that many primary and secondary schools also classify themselves as nonprofit organizations. As these schools do not really fit the definition of Nonprofits mentioned in the previous chapter, they are excluded from the population list. As for the Facebook pages of the sampled nonprofits, they were found by following the links provided on the respective nonprofits’ websites. This is to ensure that these are the official Facebook pages rather than a page set up by fans or supporters.  The final list contains 134 nonprofit organizations, of which 56 organizations have only websites and 78 have both websites and Facebook pages.9
2. Measuring online relationship building 
 
The measurements of this research were adapted based on several frameworks developed by different scholars in their attempts to describe nonprofits online                                                         6 http://singapore.angloinfo.com/af/852/singapore-ngos-and-non-profit-organisations.html 7 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Category:Non-profit_organisations_based_in_Singapore 8 http://directory.st701.com/dir/search?category=Non+Profit+Organisations&querystring=Non+Profit+Organisations).  9 Please note that the database has recently been shifted to a designated Charity Portal (https://www.charities.gov.sg/charity/index.do) hosted by the Ministry of Community, Youth, and Sports (MCYS) and the list of nonprofits examined in this study is only accurate during the time frame when the list was compiled.  
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relationship building efforts. The reason is this study focuses on both websites and Facebook pages of nonprofits, thus, a single measurement framework from a particular study focusing on only one type of new media platforms, i.e. either website or Facebook, would not be comprehensive enough. Overall, as rationalized in Chapter 3, relationship building is characterized by seven relational dimensions namely usability, interactivity, information dissemination, disclosure, accountability, commitment and inclusivity. These dimensions were based on frameworks used by Taylor et al. (2001), Waters et al. (2009), Gandia (2011), Saxton and Chao (2011) and Kenix (2007) in their research reviewed in the previous chapter. The explication and operationalization of each dimension will be discussed further below. 
2.1 Usability This study focuses on the relationship building strategies of nonprofits mediated by websites and Facebook pages. Since it is not about face-to-face interaction but online communication, usability, as argued in Chapter 3, has emerged as a foremost important dimension of relationship building. It can be seen as the first impression an organization can virtually make on the publics’ minds, and thus, it is crucial for any organizations including nonprofits, to ensure that visitors have a smooth navigation within their websites. The features that constitute the usability dimension are mainly based on Kent and Taylor’s first principle of online dialogic communication – ‘ease of interface’ (1998), and Taylor et al (2001)’s operationalization of this principle. They include browser, loading time, links, sitemap, navigation, search engine, and content. It is important to note that this dimension is not applicable to nonprofits’ Facebook pages because they are 
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dependent on how user-friendly Facebook is. In other words, nonprofits do not have control over the usability of their Facebook pages. 
2.2 Interactivity Interactivity is one of the key elements that distinguish new media from traditional media. With regard to online relationship building, it underpins the principle of dialogic loop proposed by Kent and Taylor (1998) and contributes positively to a sustainable organization-publics relationship (Jo & Kim, 2003). Building on Taylor et al. (2001) and Waters et al. (2009)’s operationalization of the concept of dialogic loop, the following attributes are used to measure the interactivity dimension: live chat/message center, mailing list, discussion board/forum, chat room, feedback/enquiries, online stakeholder survey/poll, and tell a friend. 
2.3 Information dissemination Information dissemination is another dimension of online relationship building as conceptualized in this study. Specifically referring to various channels an organization uses to disseminate useful information to the public, information dissemination plays an important role in relationship building since it keeps the publics informed of what an organization is doing, its achievements, challenges, and opportunities to get involved in its programs/activities. In other words, it is a crucial means to sustain a relationship between an organization and its stakeholders. With reference to both Taylor et al. (2001)’s study of nonprofits’ websites and Waters et al. (2009)’s study of nonprofits’ Facebook pages, the following attributes are used to characterize the information dissemination dimension: photos/videos of recent or past activities, podcasts on topics related to the focus of an organization, links to blogs by board 
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members/members/volunteers/experts, announcement of internal news, news link (media coverage of the organization/relevant issues), and last but not least, press releases. 
2.4 Disclosure As reviewed in Chapter 3, disclosure is an essential relational dimension since it opens up an organization, letting the publics know more about it, and more importantly, it is closely linked with the perceived transparency and accountability that could influence the publics’ trust in the organization. Based on three studies that include disclosure in their examination of websites (Taylor et al., 2001; Gandia, 2011) and Facebook profiles (Waters et al., 2009) of nonprofit organizations, the following features, which are consistently present in their measurement framework, are used to explicate the disclosure dimension in this study: description of an organization (about us), history of the organization, its mission/vision, its logo/icon, programs/services, beneficiaries, link to its Facebook page/website, information about the management team (members of the board of trustees), and contact details.  
2.5 Accountability Trust is an important dimension of relationship building. As discussed in-depth in Chapter 3, one key factor that influences the level of trust established between an organization and its stakeholders is accountability. From the nonprofits’ perspective, accountability is even more important because their activities generate not only financial outcomes from donation or fundraising but also intangible values such as voluntarism. Being able to present themselves as accountable actors for particular causes, nonprofits may establish a more long-lasting relationship with their stakeholders. According to Saxton and Chao 
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(2011), web-based accountability practices of nonprofits could be understood as disclosing information about an organization’s finance and performance or achievements on a regular basis. Along this line, the following features will be used to operationalize the dimension of accountability in this study: annual report, audited financial statement, list of recent grant awards, amount of grants awarded, summaries of funded projects, grant impact on an organization’s programs/activities, community impact, success stories, and lastly, privacy policy. 
2.6 Commitment Nonprofits exist not only to serve the underserved but also to engage the public in their programs and services. From the practical point of view, with volunteers coming on board, this helps alleviate their resource burden. From the moral value perspective, engaging the public is a way to spread their causes, and ultimately, to instill the voluntary spirit in the community in which they operate. As far as relationship building is concerned, nonprofits’ public engagement effort means cultivating the commitment to their social causes in their stakeholders. This is very important because commitment and sharing of tasks are among the key elements to build and sustain an organization-public relationship (Hon & Grunig, 1999). Based on Kenix (2007)’s study of nonprofits’ web functionality in conjunction with their self-proclaimed identity as democratic actor, Taylor et al. (2001)’s analysis of nonprofits’ websites and Waters et al (2009)’s examination of nonprofits’ Facebook profiles, the dimension of commitment arguably consists of the following attributes: volunteer information, event calendar, petition, email protest, rally information, employment information, merchandise for sales, donation, sponsorship, and membership. 
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2.7 Inclusivity Given the nature of the nonprofit sector in Singapore which concentrates much on providing welfare services and promoting voluntarism, an online encounter with a nonprofit should be inclusive so that the organization can reach out to more people of different social backgrounds and vice versa. Kenix (2007), in the same study mentioned above, highlights spaces for marginalized voices as one of the important web features transforming a nonprofit into an inclusive entity sincerely forming good relationship with the publics. Guided by Kenix (2007)’ operationalization of spaces for marginalized voices, this study will examine the following features that constitute the inclusivity dimension of online relationship building strategies: language option, bandwidth option, video(s) with subtitles in local languages, and font size adjustment.   
3. Organizational factors In addition to the key measures described above, the code book has six organizational factors namely types of nonprofits, age, sources of income, revenue, number of employees and number of members/volunteers. These variables are added to test the possible connection between them and the nonprofits’ online relationship building effort.  First of all, information about age, revenue, number of employees, number volunteers/members is generally available on either on the “About us” page, non-financial document, audited financial statement or annual report downloadable from a nonprofit’s official website. The exact values of these variables were coded. Next, types of nonprofits are measured using the categories based on the International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations developed from the John Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project 
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(Salamon & Anheier, 1997). They include (1) arts/culture/recreation; (2) education/ research, (3) health, (4) social services/emergency relief, (5) environment/animals, (6) advocacy. Lastly, for sources of income, a nonprofit generally survives on the following sources: (1) donation, (2) fundraising, (3) grants (including government grants), (4) sponsorship, (5) membership fees/service fees, (6) a combination of these sources, and (7) unknown (this option is necessary because some organizations may choose not to publish this type of information).  After all the variables had been conceptualized with measureable attributes, a code book was created. Because the focus of the study is the use of various features available for websites and Facebook, the code book is quite simple with ‘Yes’ means a feature is available (coded as 1) and ‘No’ means a feature is not available (coded as 0). Two almost identical code books were developed for websites and Facebook pages respectively. The key constructs are the same, and so are the features. The Facebook code book is different from the website code book in two aspects. Firstly, it does not have coding variables for organizational factors. The reason is this has been included in the website code book and it is not necessary to repeat the coding since it is a Facebook page of the same organization. Secondly, variables for usability dimension are omitted in the Facebook code book. This is because an organization does not have much control over their Facebook page in terms of navigation, loading speed, availability of search function, etc. which are dependent on Facebook. In addition, there are only minor differences in terms of phrasing of some explanations of how and what to code specific to websites or Facebook profiles. Please refer to Appendix A and B for the two complete code books.   
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INTER-CODER RELIABILITY TESTING & CODING PROCESS 
1. Inter-coder reliability testing Prior to the actual coding of the samples, it is importance to establish the reliability of the code books. Krippendorff’s alpha is used for the inter-coder reliability test. The test had been conducted three times before the ideal alpha indices for both code books (website and Facebook) were achieved. The first two tests took place in September and November 2011 with 14 organizations (ten percent of the population list) randomly selected from the list and different for each round of testing. The first coder was myself, and the second coder a graduate student majoring in communications and new media. I briefed the second coder thoroughly on the two code books, the way to code and my expectations. The alpha indices derived from these two tests were not desirable for some variables. This prompted for a change of the second coder (another CNM graduate student) and a more thorough briefing on the code books. The importance of strictly adhering to the code books and our agreements on how to code each and every variable in the code books was strongly emphasized. There were significant improvements in the alpha indices which are reported below. The alpha indices for all the variables range from 0.7 (the results have variant values with minor discrepancies) to 1 (perfect agreement with variant values, both 0 and 1). To reach these final average alpha indices for both code books, first I used the Alpha Reliability Analysis software (version 6.0) to calculate the Krippendorff’s alpha indices for every single variable coded. For the website code book, the average alpha for each dimension namely organizational factors, usability, interactivity, information dissemination, disclosure, accountability, commitment, and inclusivity was then calculated. I left out those 
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with α = 0, which means that the results have single value, either 0 or 1, no discrepancies for both coders, because they do not help inform the reliability of the code book in any ways, yet at the same time distort the average alpha value. The final step was to calculate the average alpha index for the website code book based on the alpha indices of all the dimensions. On average, the website code 
book has α = 0.94. The same procedures were applied for the Facebook code 
book, which yielded an average alpha of α = 0.88. Table 1 provides a summary of the alpha indices for all the dimensions coded based on the two code books. 
Table 1 
Inter-coder reliabilities (Krippendorff’s alpha) 
Variable Website code book Facebook code book Organizational factors 0.96405 NAa Usability 1 NAa Interactivity 1 1 Info dissemination 0.9723 0.780267 Disclosure 0.871344 0.93435 Accountability 0.805478 NIL b Commitment 0.913771 0.8074 Inclusivity 1 NIL b 
Total average α 0.940868 0.880504 
Note. aNA = not applicable. bα = 0   
2. Coding process The actual coding process took place between March and May 2012. Websites were coded first followed by Facebook pages. For the websites, the coder went through all the main pages for relevant information. Downloadable documents such as audited financial statements and annual reports were also retrieved for information about income, number of employees, membership, volunteers, etc. 
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For Facebook pages, the new timeline layout allows a bird’s eye view of all the activities and information a nonprofit has uploaded over the years. The coder just had to scroll down and look at all the information displayed. Apart from the timeline, most nonprofits’ Facebook pages also have separate pages labeled as “About”, “Notes”, “Photos”, “Events”, etc. These pages were also coded for the availability of relevant relational features. Some Facebook pages, however, were still in the old format, and the coder had to click to view older posts. For this kind of layout, the coder had to view at least three pages. For the “Tell a friend” construct, Facebook has a default “Share” button which allows users to share any content with people in their network. Therefore, within the context of Facebook, this construct was only coded as “Yes” if the content had been shared (indicated by the number of shares it has). Similarly, the “Discussion board” construct was coded as “Yes” when there are three or more comments posted on the same topic because it is also a default feature of Facebook. The coding was completed in early May 2012 and the results are reported in Chapter 5 – Findings.   
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CHAPTER 5 – FINDINGS  
 
NONPROFITS & THEIR USE OF WEBSITES AND FACEBOOK  IBM SPSS Statistics version 20 was used for the statistical analysis. To answer the first research question on how nonprofits in Singapore have been incorporating key relational dimensions into their websites and Facebook pages, a frequency test was run for all variables to gather an overview of the cases analyzed. The results are reported in the following sections. 
1. Organizational factors In total 134 nonprofit organizations were coded. A frequency test for the different types of nonprofit yields only one belonging to the category of education and research. Since the inclusion of this case would create difficulties for statistical analysis such as one-way ANOVA, it was removed from the final data set. Consequently, the final data set for subsequent analysis contains 133 cases (N = 133), among which 56 cases are nonprofits with only websites (n = 56) and 77 with both websites and Facebook pages (n = 77).  A majority of them are nonprofits focusing on social services or emergency relief (39.1%), this is followed by those concentrating on advocacy on various social issues/causes (24.8%) such as women’s rights (Association of Women for Action and Research – AWARE), domestic violence (Promoting Alternatives to Violence), rights and interests of the Malay community (Yayasan Mendaiki), and active aging and volunteerism (Retired and Senior Volunteer Program – RSVP). Nonprofits working on arts and culture or promoting different types of sports or recreational activities occupy 18.8% of the coded population. 
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Another 12% goes to organizations focusing on health issues, and only seven nonprofits are specialized in environment/animal rights protection (5.3%).   The age span of these nonprofit organizations ranges from one to 120 years. As far as staff strength is concerned, three organizations are run by one official staff. Only eight of them have more than 100 staff, among which Mercy Relief is the organization that has the most number of staff (591). The distribution of the number of members/volunteers was calculated, however, the result yields only 38 valid cases, which may not represent the entire sample fairly. Therefore, this variable was also removed from the final data set in subsequent analysis.  Last but not least is the financial strength of these organizations. Their revenue ranges from SGD$1,800 to SGD$32,274,000. The primary source of income is donation (31.6%) followed by government grant (21.1%), membership/service fees (9.8%), fundraising (6.8%) mixed sources of income (6.8%), and sponsorship (1.5%). The relatively high percentage of unknown sources of income (22.6%) is quite noteworthy as this may imply the lack of transparency of some nonprofits.  
2. Availability of features supporting relationship building via websites 
and Facebook pages With regard to usability, most websites fare really well in terms of browser, loading time, links, navigation and content. However, the use of sitemap and search engine seems not very common. (Table 2)   
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Table 2 
Frequency & percentage of usability features on websites  Yes No Content 133 (100%) NILa Browser 131 (98.5%) 2 (1.5%) Links 131 (98.5%) 2 (1.5%) Loading time 130 (97.7%) 3 (2.3%) Navigation 130 (97.7%) 3 (2.3%) Search engine 48 (36.1%) 85 (63.9%) Sitemap 34 (25.6%) 99 (74.4%) 
Note. N = 133. aAll websites meet the standard in terms of content displayed.  As for interactivity, feedback mechanism is the most common feature on both websites and Facebook pages. Mailing list appears more often on websites compared to Facebook pages. Only a handful of websites have a tell-a-friend feature. This feature is more common on Facebook pages as sharing of content is perceivably easier on this platform, and so are discussion board and stakeholder survey. Live chat is quite rare on Facebook, and totally absent from websites. Chat room does not exist at all on both websites and Facebook. (Table 3)  
Table 3 
Frequency & percentage of interactivity features  on websites and Facebook  Website Facebook Feedback 128 (96.2%) 51 (66.2%) Mailing list 37 (27.8%) 7 (9.1%) Tell a friend 18 (13.5%) 49 (63.6%) Stakeholder survey 5 (3.8%) 10 (13.0%) Discussion board 5 (3.8%) 39 (50.6%) Live chat NILa  5 (6.5%) Chat room NILa NILa 
Note. N = 133; n = 77. aThis feature is totally absent.  
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Regarding information dissemination, announcement is the most commonly used feature on websites. Photos are quite common on websites as well, but they top the list of features supporting information dissemination on Facebook. If videos do not appear so often on websites, they are the second most popular feature on Facebook, only after photos. Announcement only comes third for Facebook pages compared to its first position for websites. More blogs are shared on Facebook as opposed to websites. Podcasts are rare on both platforms. Lastly, press releases move from low on websites to nearly non-existence on Facebook. (Table 4) 
Table 4 
Frequency & percentage of information dissemination features on websites and Facebook  Website Facebook Announcement 116 (87.2%) 73 (94.8%) Photo 97 (72.9%) 75 (97.4%) News link 71 (53.4%) 55 (71.4%) Video 57 (42.9%) 60 (77.9%) Press release 41 (30.8%) 2 (2.6%) Blog 20 (15.0%) 22 (28.6%) Podcast 3 (2.3%) NILa 
Note. N = 133; n = 77. aThis feature is totally absent. Moving on to disclosure, both websites and Facebook pages have descriptions about nonprofits, mission/vision, logo, programs/services, beneficiaries, contact details, and links to visit the respective Facebook pages (on websites) or websites (on Facebook pages). History is more common on websites than on Facebook pages. On the other hand, information about the management team only appears on websites, not on Facebook pages. (Table 5) 
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Table 5 
Frequency & percentage disclosure features  on websites and Facebook  Website Facebook Programs/Services 132 (99.2%) 65 (84.4%) Logo 131 (98.5%) 61 (79.2%) Contact details 131 (98.5%) 51 (66.2%) Description 125 (94%) 71 (92.2%) Mission/Vision 125 (94%) 61 (79.2%) Management team 114 (85.7%) 1 (1.3%) Beneficiaries 110 (82.7%) 58 (75.3%) History 101 (75.9%) 38 (49.4%) Link to FB page/website 77 (57.9%) 74 (96.1%) 
Note. N = 133; n = 77.   Next is accountability. While annual report and audited financial statement are available on more than half of the websites coded, they are totally absent from the Facebook pages. Less than 50% of the websites have features such as community impact and success stories, which is in big contrast with the high availability of these features on the Facebook pages. Summaries of funded project, however, are much less common on both websites and Facebook. Amount of grant awarded, list of grant awards and privacy policy move from less common on websites to non-existence on Facebook. (Table 6) 
Table 6 
Frequency & percentage of accountability features on websites and Facebook  Website Facebook Annual report 69 (61.9%) NILa Audited financial statement 87 (65.4%) NILa Community impact 64 (48.1%) 52 (67.5%) Success stories 65 (33.8%) 46 (59.7%) Amount of grant awarded 39 (29.3%) NILa Privacy policy 19 (14.3%) NILa 
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Summaries of funded project 13 (9.8%) 4 (5.2%) List of grant awards 11 (8.3%) NILa Grant impact 4 (3.0%) NILa 
Note. N = 133; n = 77. aThis feature is totally absent. As for commitment, volunteer information, event calendar, donation is widely available of most websites and Facebook pages. A smaller number of websites and Facebook pages also carry information about merchandises for sales to support nonprofits’ programs or initiatives.  Employment information is more common on websites compared to Facebook pages, and so is membership information. Sponsorship information is quite rare on both platforms, and so are petition and rally information. Email protest is totally absent from both websites and Facebook. (Table 7). 
Table 7 
Frequency & percentage of commitment features on websites and Facebook  Website Facebook Volunteer information 96 (72.2%) 36 (46.8%) Donation 95 (71.4%) 25 (32.5%) Event calendar 74 (55.6%) 29 (37.7%) Employment information 50 (37.6%) 10 (13.0%) Membership 48 (36.1%) 3 (3.9%) Sponsorship 32 (24.1%) 2 (2.6%) Merchandise for sales 30 (22.6%) 16 (20.8%) Rally information 2 (1.5%) 3 (3.9%) Petition 1 (0.8%) 1 (1.3%) Email protest  NILa NILa 
Note. N = 133; n = 77. aThis feature is totally absent. Last but not least is inclusivity. The most common inclusivity feature on both websites and Facebook pages is language option. Videos with subtitles are rare on both platforms. Font size adjustment is only available on websites, not 
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Facebook pages, which is something beyond the control of nonprofits anyway. Bandwidth option is totally absent considering the widespread of highs-speed Internet connection in Singapore. 
Table 8 
Frequency & percentage of inclusivity features on websites and Facebook  Website Facebook Language option 9 (6.8%) 9 (11.7%) Font size adjustment 9 (6.8%) NILa Video with subtitles 5 (3.8%) 1 (1.3%) Bandwidth option NILa NILa 
Note. N = 133; n = 77. aThis feature is totally absent. In summary, the descriptive statistics reported above provide an answer to RQ1a, which is about how nonprofits in Singapore have been incorporating the key relational dimensions into their websites and Facebook pages to build relationship with their stakeholders.  
WEBSITES ONLY VERSUS WEBSITES PLUS FACEBOOK PAGES As argued in Chapter 3, a combination of both a website and Facebook page would logically enhance the presence of various relational features, meaning that nonprofits with both websites and Facebook pages will fare better in terms of relational dimensions than those using only websites.  Therefore it would be more interesting to examine only the websites of the 133 nonprofits in this study to find out the relationship between their adoption of Facebook and the way they used their websites to cultivate organization-public relationship. Specifically, RQ1b asks whether there are any differences between the websites of nonprofits with only websites and those of nonprofits with both websites and Facebook pages in terms of the seven relational dimensions.  
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To answer this question, an independent sample T-test was run to compare Group 1 which includes websites of nonprofits with only websites, and Group 2 those of nonprofits with both websites and Facebook pages. The dependent variables are the seven relational dimensions computed using the values of individual features constituting each dimensions for websites.  The results show that Group 1 is significantly different from Group 2 with regard to interactivity, information dissemination, disclosure, accountability and commitment. Specifically, with regard to the interactivity dimension, there is a significant difference in the scores for Group 1 – websites of nonprofits with only websites (M = 1.17, SD = 0.59) – and Group 2 – websites of nonprofits with both websites and Facebook pages (M = 1.66, SD = 0.85); t(131) = -3.9, p < .0001. For the information dissemination dimension, a significant difference is also observed in the scores for Group 1 (M = 2.5, SD = 1.2) and Group 2 (M = 3.4, SD = 1.2), t(131) = -3.6, p < .0001. The dimension of disclosure also sees a significant difference between the scores for Group 1 (M = 7.3, SD = 0.8) and Group 2 (M = 8.2, SD = 1.08), t(131) = -5.6, p < .0001. Similarly, there was a significant difference in the scores for Group 1 (M = 2.1, SD = 1.4) and Group 2 (M = 3.02, SD = 1.7), t(131) = -3.08, p = 0.002 in terms of accountability. Lastly, as far as commitment is concerned, Group 1 (M = 2.8, SD = 1.4) is also different significantly from Group 2 (M = 3.5, SD = 1.3), t(131) = -2.9, p = 0.004. These results suggest that the websites of nonprofits that adopt both website and Facebook have more features supporting a majority of relational dimensions of relationship building, namely interactivity, information dissemination, disclosure, accountability and commitment compared to websites of nonprofits that only have websites to communicate with their stakeholders. In other words, 
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the websites of Group 2 are more interactive, have more channels to keep the stakeholders informed of the latest happenings, project a clearer and more transparent representation the nonprofits, and demonstrate a better effort to engage the stakeholders, making them more committed to the nonprofits’ initiatives in different ways. These are interesting findings because they seem to suggest that despite the presence on Facebook, nonprofits still take a good care of their websites by furnishing them with more relational features.  No significant differences are observed for the dimension of usability (p=0.124) and inclusivity (p=0.719) between Group 1 and Group 2. This means that the websites of Group 2 do not have more features supporting usability and inclusivity compared to those in Group 1 and vice versa. 
ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS & SEVEN RELATIONAL DIMENSIONS Another area of investigation sets out in this thesis is the relationship between organizational factors and the manifestation of seven dimensions of relationship building on nonprofits’ websites and Facebook pages (RQ3). To answer this question a few correlation tests were conducted. As age, revenue and staff strength are continuous variables, two bivariate correlation tests were run for two sets of dependent variables computed earlier, one set for websites and the other for Facebook pages. For type and income source, which are categorical variables, one-way ANOVA tests were run to see if they make any difference to the two sets of dependent variables for websites and Facebook pages. 
1. Organizational factors and nonprofits’ websites For the websites, the bivariate correlation test show that age and disclosure are significantly correlated, Pearson’s r(131) = .202, p < .05. This suggests that the 
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older a nonprofit, the more features supporting disclosure are available on its website. This is logical because as a nonprofit grows over the years, it could possibly have a richer history, achieve more things, expand the scope of programs or services, so on and so forth. Sharing such information on the website will help strengthen its online presence and even enhance its credential in the nonprofit sector. This will, in turn, build up trust in its stakeholders, which may help generate more volunteer time, donation in cash and kind, etc. On the other hand, the correlation also suggests that the more disclosure features available on a nonprofit’s website, the more likely that it has been around for a longer time. No other significant correlations were observed between age and six other dimensions.   Next, revenue is found to be strongly correlated with usability, Pearson’s 
r(100) = .383, p < .0001;  interactivity, r(100) = .232, p < .05; and accountability, 
r(100) = .395, p < .0001. This means that the more money a nonprofit has, the more features enhancing usability, interactivity and accountability of its website are available. On the other hand, the result also implies that if a nonprofit’s website is more user-friendly, interactive and transparent, it may influence people’s decision to donate to the organization to support its cause or programs, which then increase the revenue it generates. In addition, staff strength, another organizational, was also found to have a significant correlation with usability, 
r(73) = .292, p < .05. This means that the more staff a nonprofit has, the more usability features are available on its website. Besides money, this finding implies that manpower is another important factor behind a user-friendly website. The correlation also suggests that once a user-friendly website has been 
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built, it needs to be maintained and upgraded regularly. Human effort is therefore crucial in this regard.  Another interesting peripheral finding generated from the bivariate correlation test is the correlation between revenue and staff strength, r(66) = .805, p < .0001. Logically, the more money a nonprofit has, the more staff it is able to hire. Since correlation does not suggest causation, this also means that the more staff a nonprofit has, the more revenue it can earn. Perhaps this implies that with more manpower, the organization could run more programs, provide more services, or launch more donation drives to generate more income. Tying this with the significant correlations between revenue/staff strength and usability, this highlights the importance of both financial investment and human effort in building and maintaining a user-friendly website. In other words, if nonprofits want to improve the usability of their website, it should consider these two factors.   Overall, significant correlations were observed between age and disclosure, revenue and usability/interactivity/accountability, staff strength and usability, and lastly between revenue and staff strength. (Table 9) 
Table 9 
Pearson correlations between organizational factors and relational dimensions on websites  Age Rev Staff Usab Inter (W) Dis (W) Acc (W) Age      .202*  Rev   .805** .383** .232* .105** .395* Staff  .805**  .292*    Usab  .383** .292*     Inter (W)  .232*  .268**    Dis (W) .202*       Acc (W)  .395**      *p < .05.**p < .01  As mentioned earlier, type and income source are categorical variable, thus one-way ANOVA is a more appropriate test to identify how they are related 
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to the seven relational dimensions on websites. The results showed that at the p < .01 level, there is a significant relationship between type and interactivity, F(4, 128) = 3.74, p = .007. Furthermore, at the p < .05 level, there are also significant relationship between of type and usability, F(4, 128) = 2.64, p = .037; disclosure, 
F(4, 128) = 3.00, p = .021; and commitment, F(4, 128) = 2.69, p = .034. (Table 10) 
Table 10 
Relationship between type of NPOs & relational dimensions on websites  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 
Usability Between Groups 7.098 4 1.775 *2.643 Within Groups 85.924 128 .671  Total 93.023 132   
Interactivity_Web Between Groups 8.675 4 2.169 **3.738 Within Groups 74.257 128 .580  Total 82.932 132   
Disclosure_Web Between Groups 13.165 4 3.291 *3.001 Within Groups 140.399 128 1.097  Total 153.564 132   
Commitment_Web Between Groups 21.743 4 5.436 *2.687 Within Groups 258.934 128 2.023  Total 280.677 132   
*p < .05, **p < .01 
 Post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test (Appendix C) was also run to further identify the pairs of types that are significantly different from each other for these four dimensions. With regard to usability, the results indicate a significant difference between nonprofits focusing on arts/culture/recreation and those specialized in advocacy at the p < .05 level, MD = -.69, p = .018. These two types of organization are also different in terms of disclosure features available on their websites, MD = -.84, p = .024. The negative values of the mean differences suggest that the nonprofits specialized in advocacy have more usability and disclosure features on their websites compared to those focusing 
78  
on arts/culture/recreation. If the focus on usability is self-explanatory by now, the emphasis on disclosure by advocacy nonprofits seems to indicate the recognition of opening up, of being more transparent so that the various publics could form a better understanding of what the organizations are trying to advocate for. Essentially, advocacy by itself could be quite subjective and involve more persuasive efforts.  As for interactivity, significant differences at the p < .05 level are observed between nonprofits working on environment/animal rights protection and three other types of nonprofits namely arts/culture/recreation nonprofits, MD = 1.08, 
p = .01; health nonprofits, MD = .97, p = .044; social services/emergency relief nonprofits, MD = .92, p = .026. This means that the websites of environment/animal rights nonprofits have more interactive features compared to those of arts/culture/recreation nonprofits, health nonprofits, and social services/emergency relief nonprofits. Besides, the post hoc test also shows that these websites are also significantly different from those of arts/culture/recreation nonprofits in terms of commitment, MD = 1.86, p = .021. This result suggests that the websites of environment/animal rights nonprofits also fare better in terms of providing features enhancing the commitment dimension of relationship building compared to arts/culture/recreations nonprofits.  The focus on the interactivity and commitment dimension by environment/animal rights nonprofits is quite an interesting finding. It could be interpreted that exchange of information or publicity through online word of mouth (i.e. spreading words about their initiatives, calls for volunteers, donation, etc.) are key to their operation. Besides, volunteers, donors, and sponsors are 
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indeed the key publics of these nonprofits, which explains the availability of more features enhancing commitment such as event calendar, volunteer information, donation, merchandise for sales, etc. on their websites. Furthermore, these nonprofits are also likely to initiate or support campaigns on protecting the environment or animal rights. As a case in point, the Animal Concerns Research and Education Society (ACRES) has initiated many campaigns on animal rights, among which the “Save the world’s saddest dolphins” had generated a lot of buzz both online and offline. This illustrates the importance of commitment to these organizations.  The second one-way ANOVA test was conducted between income source and the seven relational dimensions. The results show that there is a significant effect of income source on accountability, F(6, 126) = 8.51, p < .0001, and disclosure, F(6, 126) = 2.329, p = .036 (p < .05). (Table 11) 
Table 11 
Relationship between income sources & relational dimensions on websites  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 
Disclosure_Web Between Groups 15.331 6 2.555 *2.329 Within Groups 138.233 126 1.097  Total 153.564 132   
Accountability_Web Between Groups 109.763 6 18.294 **8.508 Within Groups 270.914 126 2.150  Total 380.677 132   *p < .05, **p < .0001  The subsequent post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test (Appendix D) shows that the dimension of accountability yields some significant relationships between types of income sources of the nonprofits examined. Specifically, at the 
p < .05 level, there is a significant difference between nonprofits that do not disclose their financial information and those whose main source of income is 
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donation, MD = -1.79, p < .0001; fundraising, MD = -2.15, p = .003; government grant, MD = -2.50, p < .0001; and membership/service fees, MD = -2.24, p < .0001.  This means that nonprofits whose main source of income depends on donation, fundraising, government grant, and membership/service fees tend to have more features supporting accountability on their websites compared to those that did not disclose their financial information.  These results show that nonprofits with these sources of income tend to have more features supporting accountability on their websites compared to those that did not disclose their financial information. This is certainly a logical outcome, and the implication is very clear. In order to be perceived as an accountable organization, nonprofits should make a conscious effort to be transparent about their finance and how the funds generated from different sources have been utilized. This is important in relationship building as it entails trust and confidence that either make or break an organization-public relationship. Back to the post hoc test results, no significant differences were detected between other pairs of income sources, for example, those whose main source of income is donation were not significantly different from those whose main income source is fundraising or government grant. This could imply that as long as nonprofits disclose their financial information, the accountability dimension could be further improved. Along this line, income source arguably has a relatively weak effect on the relational dimensions. 
2. Organizational factors and nonprofits’ Facebook pages Similar to the websites, a series of bivariate correlation tests and one-way ANOVA tests were conducted to see whether organizational factors including age, revenue, staff strength, type and income source have any relationship with 
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the six relational dimensions on the nonprofits’ Facebook pages. There are only six relational dimensions for the Facebook pages because usability is a dimension that nonprofits have no control when it comes to Facebook.  First of all, the bivariate correlation tests show that accountability is strongly correlated with revenue, Pearson’s r(55) = .375, p < .01. This means that the more money a nonprofit has, the more features of accountability are available on its Facebook pages, and vice versa. In addition, accountability is also significantly correlated with staff strength, r(44) = .353, p < .05. Again, this suggests that the more staff a nonprofit has, the more accountability features can be found on its Facebook pages. On the other hand, the availability of features supporting accountability may be a result of a higher number of staff. Such connection may appear vague, but if the significant correlation between revenue and staff strength, as reported earlier, is taken into consideration, it could be interpreted that with more money, a nonprofit is able to hire more staff to maintain the Facebook pages and therefore, contributing to more accountability features on this communication space. The correlation result may also imply that an extra effort to improve accountability dimension on Facebook pages may bring about positive outcome in terms of people willing to work for them or donate more money to them, which in turn enhances their income. As for age, unlike the website counterparts, it does not have any significant correlations with any of the six relational dimensions (p > .05) of Facebook pages. This result perhaps indicates that in the context of Facebook, age does not really matter. Whether an organization is one year old or 120 years old, Facebook is still a new platform to most of them. How they can make a full use of this communication space may be dependent on other factors, among 
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which revenue and staff strength have shown some influences as discusses above.  
Table 12 
Pearson correlation matrix among organizational factors and relational dimensions on Facebook pages  Age Rev Staff Usab Inter (W) Dis (W) Acc (W) Age      .202*  Rev   .805** .383** .232* .105** .395* Staff  .805**  .292*    Usab  .383** .292*     Inter (W)  .232*  .268**    Dis (W) .202*       Acc (W)  .395**      *p<.05.**p<.01  Two one-way ANOVA tests were conducted to see the effect of type and income source on the six relational dimensions on Facebook pages. Firstly, the results showed that there was a significant effect of type at the p < .05 level on disclosure, F(4,72) = 4.82, p = .002; accountability, F(4,72) = 2.78, p = .033; and commitment, F(4,72) = 2.63, p = .041. 
Table 13 
Relationship between types of NPOs & relational dimensions on Facebook pages  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 
infodiss_fb Between Groups 10.134 4 2.533 *2.494 Within Groups 73.139 72 1.016  Total 83.273 76   
disclosure_fb Between Groups 50.653 4 12.663 *4.821 Within Groups 189.139 72 2.627  Total 239.792 76   
accountability_fb Between Groups 9.295 4 2.324 *2.781 Within Groups 60.159 72 .836  Total 69.455 76   
commitment_fb Between Groups 9.214 4 2.304 *2.636 Within Groups 62.915 72 .874  Total 72.130 76   *p < .05 Post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test (Appendix E) were run to further identify the pairs of types of nonprofits that are significantly different from each other in terms of these three dimensions on their Facebook pages. 
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With regard to disclosure, at the p < .05 level the Facebook pages of arts/culture/recreation nonprofits are significantly different from those of social services/emergency relief nonprofits, MD = -1.88, p = .004, and those of advocacy nonprofits, MD = -2.21, p = .001. This means that the Facebook pages of social services/emergency relief nonprofits and advocacy nonprofits have more features supporting disclosure than those of arts/culture/recreation nonprofits. As for accountability, the only pair that has a significant difference at the p < .05 level is the Facebook pages of arts/culture/recreation nonprofits and those of health nonprofits, MD = -1.19, p = .020. This suggests that health nonprofits provide more accountability features on their Facebook pages compared to arts/culture/recreation nonprofits. Lastly, in terms of commitment, again, at the 
p < .05 level arts/culture/recreation nonprofits have less features supporting this dimension on their Facebook page compared to advocacy nonprofits, MD = -.83, p = .042. Overall, in terms of type, arts/culture/recreation nonprofits have far fewer features supporting disclosure, accountability, and commitment than social services/emergency relief nonprofits, advocacy nonprofits, and health nonprofits. To some extent, this is not very surprising results. Most of the arts/culture/recreation nonprofits are either arts groups or sports associations/societies. They may organize some charitable events or donation drive once in a while but these are not their main activities. Their focuses are actually on organizing arts/sports events, training artists/athletes. In this regard, their Facebook pages mainly serve as a space for them to post announcements on the latest shows/events/sports games. In other words, to the arts/culture/recreation nonprofits, disclosure, accountability and commitment 
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may not be as important as information dissemination or interactivity as far as Facebook use is concerned. Moving on to income source, the one-way ANOVA test shows that there is a significant effect of income source at the p < .05 level on the accountability dimension, F(6, 70) = 4.146, p = .001.  
Table 14 
Relationship between income sources & relational dimension on Facebook pages  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 
accountability_fb Between Groups 18.210 6 3.035 *4.146 Within Groups 51.245 70 .732  Total 69.455 76   *p < .05 
 The post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test (Appendix F) further reveals that at the p < .05 level, the Facebook pages of nonprofits whose primary income source is donation are significant different from the Facebook pages of organizations whose income source is unknown, i.e. they did not disclose their financial information, MD = .86, p = .022. This means that nonprofits whose main income source is donation tend to have more accountability features on their Facebook pages than those who keep their financial information away from public scrutiny.  This logical result implies the importance of financial disclosure to nonprofit organizations in terms of relationship building. The argument would be that if nonprofits are to cultivate a sustainable relationship with its stakeholders based on trust and confidence, it has to be transparent about how it has been spending money generated from donation drives, fundraising activities, grants, etc. This is even more crucial if its main source of income is donation as the result suggested.  
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Income source, however, does not have any significant effects on other relational dimensions, and even within the dimension of accountability, there is only one pair of significant difference was identified as reported above. From a broader perspective, it could be argued that income source appears to have as weak an effect on Facebook as it has on websites.   All in all, these findings suggest that organizational factors, particularly revenue, staff strength, type and income source do influence the way these nonprofits build relationship with their stakeholders via websites and Facebook pages. Some factors have stronger or more significant influence than the others. For instance, revenue, staff strength, and type have consistently emerged as the factors that are significantly correlated with many relational dimensions on both websites and Facebook pages. The effect of income source, on the other hand, seems to be quite weak on both websites and Facebook, which suggests that it may not be as important as the other three factors. The implications of these relationships will be further discussed in the final chapter – Discussions and Conclusions. 
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CHAPTER 6 – DISCUSSIONS & CONCLUSIONS  
TOWARDS AN INTEGRATIVE MODEL OF ONLINE RELATIONSHIP BUILDING 
1. An integrative model of online relationship building In this thesis, online relationship building has been conceptualized as a multi-dimensional process that involves seven dimensions namely usability, 
interactivity, information dissemination, disclosure, accountability, commitment, and inclusivity. An examination of the websites and Facebook pages of 133 nonprofit organizations in Singapore has shown that depending on specific dimensions, the characteristics of the relationship between websites and Facebook in terms of relationship building vary from synergistic (disclosure) to complementary (interactivity, information dissemination, accountability, and 
commitment), and to indifferent (inclusivity).  
Figure 2 
An integrative model of online relationship building using website & Facebook 




Synergistic Complementary Indifferent 
Disclosure Interactivity Information dissemination Accountability Commitment  
Inclusivity 
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To begin with, Figure 2 above presents an integrative model of online relationship building that leverages both Web 1.0 and Web 2.0 platforms. Firstly, we can see that there is a strong synergistic relationship between websites and Facebook when it comes to disclosure. The empirical findings have shown that 
disclosure is the only relational dimension that manifests strongly on both websites and Facebook. This suggests that the nonprofits examined in this study have fully utilized both websites and Facebook to strengthen their online presence through a wide range of disclosure features so that the public have a better understanding of who they are and what they do. Clearly, this finding does resonate with the existing literature about nonprofits’ effective use of websites or Facebook to disclose information about themselves (Gandia, 2011; Saxton and Chao, 2011; Waters et al., 2009).  Secondly, as for other dimensions such as interactivity, accountability, 
information dissemination, and commitment, such a strong synergy between websites and Facebook pages appears to diminish to a complementary relationship because certain features are only available on websites, but not on Facebook and vice versa. For instance, in terms of interactivity, features such as tell-a-friend, discussion board and stakeholder survey are more widely available on Facebook than on website. This reinforces the strength of Facebook as a highly interactive and conversational platform. Similarly, this complementary trend is also observable for press releases (information dissemination) and annual report/audited financial statement (accountability). While it is easy to find these features on the websites, they are totally absent from the Facebook pages. On the contrary, features such as community impact or success stories (accountability) are more widely available on Facebook compared to the 
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websites.  It could be speculated that the complementary pattern observed here is due to both affordances of the platforms in use and nonprofits communication effort. Technology wise, it can be argued that Facebook itself is inherently more interactive than its website counterpart. Interactive features are integral on Facebook, and thus readily available for nonprofits to tap on. As for websites, more programming effort is needed to add such interactive features. In this sense, technological constraints may explain such complementary pattern. On the other hand, this can also be seen as nonprofits’ communications strategies that select to focus on different relational dimensions and present them differently on these two platforms. This certainly requires another empirical study that involves in-depth interviews with nonprofits, which is beyond the scope of this thesis. Lastly, in terms of inclusivity, due to the low frequency of availability of such features on both websites and Facebook pages of the nonprofits examined, it is hard to describe the relationship between these two platforms along the line of synergy or complementation. Perhaps, the relationship might be characterized as indifferent for the time being. As argued in Chapter 3, the inclusivity dimension was considered an important relational dimension in light of the emerging discourses on the democratizing potential of the Internet and social mission upheld by nonprofit organizations (Bertelson, 1992; Bolter, 1991; Coombs, 1998; Dahlberg, 2001; Flower, 1984; Kelemen & Smith, 2001; Kellner, 1999; McChesney, 2000; Mitra, 1997; Mitra & Cohen, 1999; Mitra & Watts, 2003; Slevin, 2000). The indifferent relationship between websites and Facebooks in terms of inclusivity may imply a call for a more human-centric view towards the Internet as a democratizing tool. Kent and Taylor (1998) maintain that 
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“technology itself can neither create nor destroy relationships; rather, it is how the technology is used that influences organization-public relationship” (p. 324). Based on this, it can be argued that the Internet itself is not inclusive by nature. Instead, it is the human input – organization’s effort to add inclusive features on their websites or Facebook pages – that makes it inclusive.  Besides the inclusivity discourse, this argument also implies the significance of choice by active human agency. Nonprofits’ online relationship building in general should not be constrained within the technological boundaries. Human effort is important and should take the lead in how to best leverage new media. The patterns of website and Facebook usage observed here are relevant to specific dimensions of online relationship building process, which appears to show the conscious choice made by nonprofits when it comes to leveraging new media for relationship building effort. 
2. Revisiting dialogic communication Moving beyond the modeling effort to describe NGOs’ online relationship building patterns, this work could also be interpreted in a broader theoretical context of public relations theories as well as nonprofit sector theory. First of all, the integrative model presented above is a contribution to the dialogic communication paradigm that has dominated the field of public relations since it started to recognize the importance of being relational rather than transactional. In her ten-year review of studies that examine how dialogic principles manifest on the Internet, McAllister-Spooner (2009) lamented that “the dialogic promise of the web has not yet been realized” (p. 321). This could be attributed to the fact that most studies reviewed only focused on one particular type of meditated communication, i.e. website. Here, it should be noted that dialogic 
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communication is neither an ideal nor a simply symmetrical two-way communication. It is, in fact, an outcome of interaction, dedication, and good will from both an organization and its publics over a period of time (Kent & Taylor, 2002). In this sense, only one communication channel such as website might not be sufficient enough to accommodate the dynamism of dialogues. As shown in the findings, although website is still the primary or official communication platform with comprehensive relational features available, the incorporation of Facebook, an example of social media that are dynamic, mobile, flexible and scalable, in the communication matrix has yielded some synergistic or complementary interactions between the two platforms, which partly enhances the dialogic communication.  Furthermore, the complementary relationship between websites and Facebook in terms of some relational dimensions could be interpreted in light of the complexity theory (Murphy, 2000).  The complexity theory highlights how “individual actors who interact locally in an effort to adapt to their immediate situation, thereby forming large-scale patterns that affect an entire society, often unpredictably and uncontrollably” (Murphy, 2000, p. 447). Although this theory addresses public relations practices at a macro level, its logic can be applied to argue for a more holistic use of communication technologies in building and maintaining organization-public relationships. The rapid development of social media presents nonprofits with a tough choice of what platform to adopt and how to use them effectively. If organization-public relationships are viewed as a complex adaptive system from the complexity perspective, the same thing should be applicable to the communication matrix that aims to build and maintain these relationships. Two characters of complexity theory that can best 
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apply to the communication matrix are adaptivity and co-evolution (Murphy, 2000). Firstly, this means that the choice of what platform to use and how to use them should depend on the strengths and weaknesses of such platforms, the focus of an organization, the resources available, etc. Secondly, if multiple platforms are chosen, their use should be in a co-evolution mode whereby regular evaluation of system performance, as well upgrading, maintaining and synthesizing work are crucial. As mentioned earlier, the websites of nonprofits that use both websites and Facebook are better developed with a comprehensive range of relational features. This clearly illustrates the presence of the co-evolution mode, whereby the adoption of Facebook might transform the website design as well. Certainly this causal assumption needs to be empirically tested. Nonetheless, given such possibility, as far as dialogic communication is concerned, I would like to argue that in addition to common features such as mutuality, propinquity, empathy, risk, and commitment (Kent & Taylor, 2002), dialogic communication in mediated environment should also be understood as an integrative and adaptive effort at least on the part of organizations. And consequently, it can also be speculated that by highlighting the different synergies between the platforms deployed, the proposed integrative model may be able to actualize dialogic communication that underpins nonprofits’ online relationship building effort. 
CONTINGENT CONDITIONS FOR ONLINE RELATIONSHIP BUILDING As shown in the integrative model of online relationship building, the synergies between websites and Facebook manifest differently for different relational dimensions. This implies a highly adaptive and contingent nature of such 
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integrated communication strategies. In light of the contingency theory (Cancel, Cameron, Sallot, and Mitrook, 1997)10
From the perspective of the institutional theory (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, 1991; Scott, 1994, 1995; Scott & Christensen, 1995; Scott & Meyer, 1991, 1994), the homogeneity of management practice among organizations reflects “a perceived need to attain political or social power driven by institutional and social legitimacy” (Zorn et al., 2011, p. 6).  Back to Singapore, the fact that the local nonprofits straddles between the liberal and corporatist model (see Figure 1, Chapter 2) implies a growing sector with increasingly intense competitions for donation and other kinds of voluntary support. Legitimacy, which refers to “enjoying sufficient voluntary external support to continue to exist and exercise domination” (Wæraas, 2007, p. 282), is definitely an important aspect of nonprofit operation. This institutional force has arguably created a pressure to establish legitimacy through the symbolic use of ICTs (Zorn et al., 2011).  
, this finding seems to suggest that nonprofits do not have to rigidly apply this model by attributing equal weight to seven dimensions. Instead, how nonprofits can implement an integrated communication strategy may be contingent on other environmental and organizational factors.  
At this point, it is worth noticing that such symbolic use of ICTs is contingent on various organizational factors as well. The empirical findings in this study suggest that revenue, staff strength, and type (focus area) of nonprofits have certain relationships with different relational dimensions. 
                                                        10 Cancel et al. (1997) proposes that communication between an organization and its publics can be placed on a continuum ranging from advocacy to accommodation. In between are numerous contingent conditions that influence the degree to which public relations practitioner (can) choose to advocate their organization or accommodate the stakeholders involved in certain issues. 
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Specifically, there is a positive relationship between usability and revenue. Accountability is also found positively correlated with both revenue and staff strength. More interestingly, different types of nonprofits seem to value different relational dimensions as well. For instance, advocacy nonprofits provide more features supporting usability and disclosure on their websites. The websites of environment/animal rights nonprofits focus more on interactivity and commitment. On the other hand, the Facebook pages of arts/culture/recreation nonprofits tend to have fewer features supporting accountability, disclosure, and commitment than those belonging to social services/emergency relief nonprofits, advocacy nonprofits, and health nonprofits. This is a significant contribution to the empirical literature which currently has not found any relationships between type or focus areas of nonprofits and the way they use new media (McAllister-Spooner, 2009). Overall, it can be argued that online relationship building is contingent on the socio-political environment in which nonprofits operate as well as their internal organizational factors namely revenue, manpower and focus areas. In the context of Singapore, given the institutional pressure to establish legitimacy and the role of organizational factors in how nonprofits use new media to build relationship with their publics, an adaptive and integrative communication matrix appears to be the most suitable model that may capture the much needed attention and acknowledgement from the publics, and at the same time, be able to accommodate various organizational conditions that may hinder or propel the nonprofits’ relationship building effort. Furthermore, at the theoretical level, this model also calls for a flexible and adaptive conceptualization of online relationship building that moves beyond the rigid excellence models of public 
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relations to acknowledge various contingent conditions that can influence the way an organization uses a communication platform to build relationship with its stakeholders. 
WHAT’S IN IT FOR NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS? There are many practical implications that can derive from this study. The complementary relationship between websites and Facebook as shown in Figure 2 seems to suggest the symbolic meanings that nonprofits seem to attribute to these two platforms. Websites appear to be a more formal communication space where “serious” information such as financial statement or press releases is readily available. Facebook, on the other hand, is arguably more casual or informal, and thus may appear more relatable and interactive with more stories, photos, and videos. This seems to suggest that it is good for nonprofits to have a Facebook page as it will help enhance the conversational voice of their online communication. At the same time, as argued earlier, dialogic communication can be achieved holistically by strategic implementation of different communication platforms. An informative and interactive website presents a legitimate face and voice of a nonprofit. Therefore, nonprofits should not neglect their official websites as well.  In addition, the lack of inclusivity features deserves some attention. The inclusivity dimension implies that nonprofits’ relationship building effort should reach out to the marginalized groups such as the ethnic minority, the old, the disabled, and the poor since it gives these publics a sense of acknowledgement, which can further translate into their openness to provide feedback or willingness to participate in activities/programs organized by an organization. 
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Although this finding may suggest that nonprofits may not consider them as essential when designing and developing content for their website in practice, it could be argued that nonprofits should not underestimate the importance of such features. As the number of the elderly is on the rise in Singapore, together with the current campaign for active aging by the government, there could be more and more old people feeling the need to participate in community or charitable activities just to be socially connected. As their level of new media literacy may have improved over the years, they are highly likely to visit nonprofits’ website to look for activities to keep them socially active and engaged. In this regard, nonprofits may want to pay more attention to include inclusivity features such as language option or font size adjustment to better enhance the online interaction experience for the elderly. Last but not least, the relationship between organizational factors and relational dimensions also suggests several noteworthy implications. Firstly, the positive correlation between revenue and usability implies the importance of financial investment in designing a user-friendly website, which in turn may help create a positive first impression on potential donors or supporters, which will then translate into a favorable attitude toward the organization and possible financial support subsequently. Generally, this suggests that nonprofits should recognize the importance of financial investment in the design of nonprofits’ official websites. The aim is to ensure a pleasant online interaction experience for its stakeholders, an important starting point for relationship building.  Secondly, the positive correlation between revenue and accountability on both websites and Facebook suggests that the more income a nonprofit can generate, the more likely it would incorporate information accountable for its 
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operations, financial status, and achievements on its website and Facebook page. The availability of such features will strengthen a nonprofit’s image as an accountable and trustworthy entity, which again translates into more trust and confidence in donors, volunteers, beneficiaries, government or the general public. The resulting trust and confidence will then spur these stakeholders to donate more money. Given that donation is the main source of income for a majority of nonprofits examined in this study, this finding suggests that nonprofits put in more effort to include accountability features on their websites and Facebook pages.  Thirdly, it is also important to highlight the emergence of staff strength in the correlation with revenue and accountability on Facebook. This seems to suggest that managing a Facebook page is a full-time responsibility and remuneration is needed for staff dedicated to this job.  If nonprofits do not have enough budgets to hire people to manage their Facebook pages, they may not be able to provide more accountability features on Facebook. On the other hand, the correlation results also imply the relationship between accountability features and stakeholders’ trust and confidence, which may then lead to more willingness to join the organization as staff or volunteers. 
LIMITATIONS & CONCLUSIONS There are several limitations to this study. Firstly, the samples were selected by an exclusion method based on the predetermined definition of what constitutes a nonprofit organization. Together with the fact that the NVPC’s database is built based on the self-reporting method, this could influence the representativeness of the cases selected from this database. Because of this, the results may not be 
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applicable to all nonprofits in Singapore. In addition, Facebook is indeed a moving target. It keeps evolving overtime. Therefore, any interpretation of nonprofits’ use of Facebook should be understood within the time frame during which this research was conducted. Furthermore, with a focus on nonprofits’ websites and Facebook, this study does not capture the emerging use of other new media platforms like Twitter or online fundraising portals such as Causes, Crowdrise, DonorsChoose, or FirstGiving to name a few (Sherman, 2011). Lastly, this study has only focused on examining the websites and Facebook pages and the availability of relational features on these two platforms. Future research could build on these results to further explore the effectiveness of these dimensions on the so-called relationship outcomes. In other words, it could explore how these relational dimensions influence the quality of organization-public relationships in the nonprofit sector.  In conclusion, the integrative model of online relationship building proposed in this study has highlighted the complementary, synergistic, and indifferent relationships between websites and Facebook pages and how different relational dimensions manifest in each relationship pattern. Theoretically, this model re-conceptualizes mediated dialogic communication by emphasizing the adaptive and integrative nature of nonprofits’ online communication matrix. This matrix may involve multiple new media platforms existing in a co-evolution mode whereby the adoption and use of one platform that is more scalable, dynamic and interactive such as Facebook may have positive relationship with how another platform, for instance website, is used and improved. It also suggests a more flexible perspective towards online relationship building which factors in various internal and external contingent 
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conditions affecting a nonprofits’ online relationship building effort. In a nutshell, nonprofits and their use of new media for relationship building should be understood from a more flexible, adaptive and integrative perspective that acknowledges the complexity of organizational factors, socio-political conditions peculiar to the nonprofit sector, and the fast changing new media landscape. At the practical level, the integrative model suggests that relationship building through dialogic communication could be achieved by holistically creating a communication matrix with a website as the base and social networking sites like Facebook as outreach channels playing a supporting role. The synergistic and complementary relationships between websites – an official platform – and Facebook – an informal, interactive and scalable platform will maximize nonprofits’ online relationship building capacity as a whole. Furthermore, this holistic communication matrix should be made with the consideration of organizational factors namely type, revenue, and staff strength due to their positive correlation with how different relational dimensions manifest on nonprofits’ websites and Facebook pages. All in all, new media are undoubtedly relevant to the nonprofit sector in Singapore as more and more nonprofits are establishing their presence on social networking sites like Facebook on top of the conventional website platform. With social media came great promises about interactivity and conversational voice, and at some points they seem to supersede the less dynamic and scalable websites in new media discourses. Any use of new media, however, must serve a purpose. To nonprofits, the ultimate purpose is to establish legitimacy through cultivating sustainable relationships with key publics, from donors, volunteers, beneficiaries, activists to the media, the government. The adoption and use of 
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new media for relationship building purposes, therefore, should be guided by a clear understanding of how dialogic communication manifests online, and at the same time, be consistent with nonprofits’ organizational capacity and responsive to the external socio-political environment in which nonprofits operate.       
100  
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 Anheier, H. K. (2009). What kind of nonprofit sector, what kind of society?: Comparative policy reflections. American Behavioral Scientist, 52(7), 1082-1094. Asher, M., & Rajan, R. (2002). Social protection in Singapore. In E. Adam, & F. Stiftung (Eds.), Social protection in Southeast & East Asia (pp. 231-268). Bonn: Gesamt-Publikationa. Aspalter, C. (2001). Conservative welfare state systems in East Asia. Westport: Praeger. Barraket, J. (2005). Online opportunities for civic engagement? An examination of Australian third sector organizations on the Internet. Australian Journal 
of Emerging Technologies and Society, 3(1), 17-30. Retrieved from http://www.swinburne.edu.au/hosting/ijets/journal/V3N1/pdf/V3N1-2-Barraket.pdf  Berelson, B. (1952). Content analysis in communication research. Glencoe, IL: The Free Press. Berman, S. J., Abraham, S., Battino, B., Shipnuck, L., & Neus, A. (2007). New business models for the new media world. Strategy & Leadership, 35(4), 23–30. Bertelson, D. A. (1992). Media form and government: Democracy as an archetypal image in the electronic age. Communication Quarterly, 40, 325-337. 
101  
Bolter, J. D. (1991). Writing space: The computer, hypertext, and the history of 
writing. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Bortree, D. S., & Seltzer, T. (2009). Dialogic strategies and outcomes: An analysis of environmental advocacy groups’ Facebook profiles. Public Relations 
Review, 35, 317-319.  Botan, C. (1997). Ethics in strategic communication campaigns: The case for a new approach in public relations. Journal of Business Communication, 34, 188-202. Boyd, D. M., & Ellison, N. B. (2007). Social networking sites: Definition, history, and scholarship. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 13, 210-230. Broom, G. M., Casey, S., & Ritchey, J. (1997). Toward a concept and theory of organization-public relationships. Journal of Public Relations Research, 
9(2), 83-98. Bruning, S. D., & Hatfield, M. (2002). Linking organization-public relationship attitudes and satisfaction outcomes: Communication strategies to build relationships and enhance satisfaction. Journal of Promotional 
Management, 8(2), 3-19. Buchheit, S., & Parsons, L. M. (2006). An experimental investigation of accounting information’s influence on individual giving process. Journal of Accounting 
and Public Policy, 25, 666-686. Cancel, A. E., Cameron, G. T., Sallot, L. M., & Mitrook, M. A. (1997). It depends: A contingency theory of accommodation in public relations. Journal of 
Public Relations Research, 9(1), 31-63. 
102  
Carrera, P., Chiu, C.Y., Pratipwattanawong, P., Chienwattanasuk, S., Ahmad, S. F. S., & Murphy, J. (2008). MySpace, my friends, my customers. In P. O’connor, W. Höpken, & U. Gretzel (Eds.), Information and communication 
technologies in tourism 2008 (pp. 94–105). Vienna: Springer Verlag Wien. Castells, M. (1996). The rise of the network society. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell Publishers. Chan, T. C. (1995). Nongovernmental organizations in Singapore. In T. Yamamoto (Ed.), Emerging civil society in the Asia Pacific community: 
Nongovernmental underpinnings of the emerging Asia Pacific regional 
community (pp. 215-237). Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies. Cheung, P. P. L. (1992). The development of private philanthropy in Singapore. In K. D. McCarthy, V. A. Hodgkinson, & R. D. Sumariwalla (Eds.), The 
nonprofit sector in the global community (pp. 454-465). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. Chua, B. H. (2003). Non-transformative politics: Civil society in Singapore. In D. C. Schak, & W. Hudson (Eds.), Civil society in Asia (pp. 20-39). Burlington, VT: Ashgate. Coombs, W. T. (1998). The internet as potential equalizer: New leverage for confronting social irresponsibility. Public Relations Review, 24 (3), 289-303. Coleman, J. C. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. American 
Journal of Sociology, 94, 95-120. Corder, K. (2001). Acquiring new technology: Comparing nonprofit and public sector agencies. Administration & Society, 33, 194–219. 
103  
Cross, R. (1994). Will new technology change the marketing rules? Direct 
Marketing, 57(6), 14-21. Cutlip, S. M., Center, A. H., & Broom, G. M. (2000). Effective public relations. New Jersey, NJ: Prentice Hall. Dahlberg, L. (2001). Democracy via cyberspace: Mapping the rhetorics and practices of three prominent camps. New Media & Society, 3 (2), 157-177. Department of Statistics. (2011). Yearbook of Statistics Singapore 2011. Retrieved from http://www.singstat.gov.sg/pubn/reference/yos11/yos2011.pdf  DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational fields. American 
Sociological Review, 48, 147-160. DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1991). Introduction. In W. W. Powell & P. J. DiMaggio (Eds.), The new institutionalism in organizational analysis (pp. 1-38). Chicago: University of Chicago Press. Elliott, B., Katsioloudes, M., & Weldon, R. (1998). Nonprofit organizations and the Internet. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 8(3), 297–303. Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The three worlds of welfare capitalism. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. Esrock, S. L., & Leichty, G. B. (1999). Corporate World Wide Web pages: Serving the news media and other publics. Journalism and Mass Communication 
Quarterly, 76(3), 456–467. Esrock, S. L., & Leichty, G. B. (2000). Organization of corporateWeb pages: Publics and functions. Public Relations Review, 26, 327–344. Ferguson, M. A. (1984, August). Building theory in public relations: 
Interorganizational relationships. Paper presented at the annual 
104  
convention of the Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communication, Gainesville, Florida. Flora, P., & Alber, A. J. (1981). Modernization, democratization, and the development of the welfare states in Western Europe. In P. Flora, & A., Heidenheimer (Eds.), The development of welfare states in Western Europe 
and America. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books. Flower, J. (1984, 1 July). Idiot's guide to the net. (Frequently-asked questions about the internet), New Scientist, 22-26. Frumkin, P. & Galaskiewicz, J. (2004). Institutional isomorphism and public sector organizations. Journal of Public Administration Research and 
Theory, 14(3), 283-307. Gandia, J. L. (2011). Internet disclosure by nonprofit organizations: Empirical evidence of nongovernmental organizations for development in Spain. 
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quaterly, 40(1), 57-78. Gerodimos, R. (2008). Mobilising young citizens in the UK: A content analysis of youth and issue websites. Information, Communication & Society, 11(7), 964-988.  Gregory, A. (2007). Involving stakeholders in developing corporate brands: the communication dimension. Journal of Marketing Management, 23(1-2), 59-73. Grunig, J. E., & Hunt, T. (1984). Managing public relations. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. Grunig, J. E., Grunig, L. A., & Ehling, W. P. (1992). What is an effective organization? In J. E. Grunig (Ed.), Excellence public relations and 
105  
communication management: Contributions to effective organizations (pp. 65-89). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Grunig, L. A., Grunig, J. E., & Dozier, D. M. (2002). Excellence in public relations and 
effective organizations: A study of communication management in three 
countries. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Habermas, J. (1989). The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An 
Inquiry into a category of Bourgeois Society. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. Hackler, D. & Saxton, G. D. (2007). The strategic use of information technology by nonprofit organizations: Increasing capacity and untapped potential. 
Public Administration Review, 67, 474–487. Hall, P. D. (1992). Inventing the nonprofit sector and other essays on philanthropy, 
voluntarism and nonprofit organizations. Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press. Hill, L. N., & White, C. (2000). Public relations practitioners’ perception of the World Wide Web as a communication tool. Public Relations Review, 26(1), 31-51. Hirst, P. (1994). Associative democracy: New form of economic and social 
governance. Cambridge: Polity Press. Ho, J. (1997). Evaluating the World Wide Web: A global study of commercial sites. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 3(1). Retrieved from http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol3/issue1/ho.html  Hodgkinson, V. A., & McCarthy, K. D. (1992). The voluntary sector in international perspective: An overview. In K. D. McCarthy, V. A. Hodgkinson, & R. D. Sumariwalla (Eds.), The nonprofit sector in the global 
community (pp. 1-23). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
106  
Hon, C. L., & Grunig, J. E. (1999). Guidelines for measuring relationships in public 
relations. Gainesville, FL: The Institute for Public Relations. Retrieved from http://www.instituteforpr.org/topics/measuring-relationships/  Hou, J., Du, L., & Tian, Z. (2009). The effects of nonprofit brand equity on individual giving intention: Mediating by the self-concept of individual donor. International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing, 
14, 215-229. Huang, Y. (2001). OPRA: A cross-cultural, multiple-item scale for measuring organization-public relationships. Journal of Public Relations Research, 
13(1), 61-90. Infocomm Development Authority. (2008). 2008 Annual Survey on Infocomm 
Usage in Households and by Individuals. Retrieved from http://www.ida.gov.sg/doc/Publications/Publications_Level3/20090218183328/HH2008ES.pdf Infocomm Development Authority. (2009). 2009 Annual Survey on Infocomm 
Usage in Households and by Individuals. Retrieved from http://www.ida.gov.sg/doc/Publications/Publications_Level3/Survey2009/HH2009ES.pdf  Infocomm Development Authority. (2010). 2010 Annual Survey on Infocomm 
Usage in Households. Retrieved from http://www.ida.gov.sg/doc/Publications/Publications_Level3/Survey2010/HH2010ES.pdf  Ingenhoff, D., & Koelling, A. (2009). The potential of websites as a relationship building tool for charitable fundraising nonprofits. Public Relations 
Review, 35(1), 66-73.  
107  
Jahansoozi, J. (2006). Relationships, transparency, and evaluation: The implications for public relations. In J. Y. L’Etang, & M. Pieczka (Eds.), 
Public relations: Critical debates and contemporary practices (pp. 61-91). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Jo, S., & Kim, Y. (2003). The effect of web characteristics on relationship building. 
Journal of Public Relations Research, 15(3), 199-223. Kang, S., & Norton, H. E. (2006). Colleges and universities’ use of the World Wide Web: A public relations tool for the digital age. Public Relations Review, 32, 426–428. Kanter, B., & Fine, A. H. (2010). The networked nonprofit: Connecting with social 
media to drive change. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. Kanter, R. M. & Summers, D. V. (1987). Doing well while doing good: Dilemmas of performance measurement in nonprofit organizations and the need for a multiple-constituency approach. In W. W. Powell (Ed.), The nonprofit 
sector: A research handbook (pp. 154-166). New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. Kelemen, M., & Smith, W. (2001). Community and its 'virtual' promises: A critique of cyberlibertarian rhetoric. Information, Communication & 
Society, 4 (3), 370 -387. Kelleher, T. (2006). Public relations online: Lasting concepts for changing media. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Kellner, D. (1999). Globalization from below? Toward a radical democratic technopolitics. Angelaki: Journal of the Theoretical Humanities, 4 (2), 101-113. 
108  
Kellner, D. (2006). Habermas, the public sphere, and democracy: A critical intervention. Retrieved from http://gseis.ucla.edu/faculty/kellner/papers/habermas.htm  Kenix, L. J. (2007). In search of utopia: An analysis of nonprofit web pages. 
Information, Communication & Society, 10(1), 69-94. Kenix, L. J. (2008). Nonprofit organizations’ perceptions of uses of the Internet. 
Television & New Media, 9(5), 407-428. Kent, M. L., & Taylor, M. (1998). Building dialogic relationships through the World Wide Web. Public Relations Review, 24(3), 321-334. Kent, M. L., & Taylor, M. (2002). Toward a dialogic theory of public relations. 
Public Relations Review, 28, 21-37. Kent, M. L., & Taylor, M., & White, W. (2003). The relationship between website design and organizational responsiveness to stakeholders. Public 
Relations Review, 29, 66-77. Khan, H. (2001). Social policy in Singapore: A Confucian model? World Bank Institute. Retrieved from http://siteresources.worldbank.org/WBI/Resources/wbi37165.pdf  Lattimore, D., Baskin, O., Heiman, S. T., & Toth, E. L. (2009). Public relations: The 
profession and the practice. New York: McGraw-Hill. Ledingham, J. A., & Bruning, S. D. (1998). Relationship management in public relations: Dimensions of an organization-public relationship. Public 
Relations Review, 24(1), 55-65. Ledingham, J. A., & Bruning, S. D. (2000). A longitudinal study of organization-public relationship dimensions: Defining the role of communication in the practice of relationship management. In J. A. Ledingham, & S. D. Bruning 
109  
(Eds.), Public Relations as Relationship Management: A Relational 
Approach to the Study and Practice of Public Relations (pp. 55-69). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Lewis, L. (2005). The civil society sector: A review of critical issues and research agenda for organizational communication scholars. Management 
Communication Quarterly, 19(2), 238-267. McAllister-Spooner, S. M. (2009). Fulfilling the dialogic promise: A ten-year reflective survey on dialogic Internet principles. Public Relations Review, 
35, 320-322. McAllister-Spooner, S.M. & Kent, M. L. (2009). Dialogic communication and resource dependency: New Jersey community colleges as models for Web site effectiveness. Atlantic Journal of Communication, 17, 220-239. McAllister-Spooner, S. M., & Taylor, M. (2012). Organizational influences and constraints on community college Web based media relations. Community 
College Journal of Research and Practice, 36, 93–110. McCarthy, J. D., & Zald, M. N. (1977). Resource mobilization and social movements: A partial theory. American Journal of Sociology, 82, 1212–1241. McChesney, R. (2000). So much for the magic of technologies and free market. In A. Herman, & T. Swiss (Eds.) The world wide web and contemporary 
cultural theory, pp. 5-35. New York, London: Routledge. MacLaughlin, T. A. (1999, February 18). Social enterprise: Everyone can and should learn from it. The Nonprofit Times. 
110  
Mendes, P. (2007). An Australian perspective on Singaporean welfare policy. 
Social Work and Society, 5(1). Retrieved from http://www.socwork.net/sws/article/view/119/535 Miller, K. (2005). Communication theories: Perspectives, processes, and contexts. Boston: McGraw-Hill. Ministry of Finance. (2009). Singapore Budget 2009. Retrieved from http://www.mof.gov.sg/budget_2009/expenditure_overview/social_dev.html  Ministry of Finance. (2010). Singapore Budget 2010. Retrieved from http://www.mof.gov.sg/budget_2010/expenditure_overview/social_dev.html  Ministry of Finance. (2011). Singapore Budget 2011. Retrieved from http://www.mof.gov.sg/budget_2011/expenditure_overview/index.html  Mitra, A. (2004). Voices of the marginalized on the internet: Examples from a website for women of South Asia. Journal of Communication, 54 (3): 492-510. Mitra, A., & Cohen, E. (1999). Analyzing the web: Directions and challenges. In S. Jones (Ed.) Virtual culture: identity and communication in cybersociety, pp. 55-79. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Mitra, A., & Watts, E. K. (2003). Theorizing cyberspace: The idea of voice applied to the internet discourse. New Media & Society, 4 (4): 479-498. Murphy, P. (2000). Symmetry, contingency, complexity: Accommodating uncertainty in public relations theory. Public Relations Review, 26(4), 447-462. Nah, S., & Saxton, G. D. (2012). Modeling the adoption and use of social media by 
111  
nonprofit organizations. New Media Society, 0(0) 1–20. National Council of Social Services. (2010). Annual Report. Retrieved from http://www.ncss.gov.sg/NCSSAR1011/ncssar1011.html  National Volunteer and Philanthropy Centre. (2010). Individual Giving Survey 
2010. Retrieved from http://www.nvpc.org.sg/Library/Documents/ResearchReports/NVPC_IGS_2010_media_updated_16Nov2010.pdf  Neely, D. G., Khumawala, S. B., & Gordon, T. P. (2007, August). The impact of 
voluntary disclosures on the growth of not-for-profit entities. Paper presented at the Worlds of Accounting, Annual Meeting, American Accounting Association, Chicago.  Ogden, T. N., & Starita, L. (2009). Social networking and mid-size non-profits: 
What’s the use? Retrieved from Philanthropy Action website: http://www.philanthropyaction.com/documents/Social_Networks_and_Mid-Size_Non-Profits.pdf  Park, H., & Reber, B. M. (2008). Relationship building and the use of Web sites: How Fortune 500 corporations use their Web sites to build relationships. 
Public Relations Review, 34, 409–411. Pearson, R. (1989). Business ethics as communication ethics: public relations practice and the idea of dialogue. In C. H. Botan & V. Hazleton (Eds.), 
Public relations theory (pp. 111-131). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum Associates. Pfeffer, J. & Salancik, G. R. (1978) The external control of organizations. New York: Harper. 
112  
Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American 
community. New York: Simon and Schuster.   Quadagno, J. (1987). Theories of the welfare state. Annual Review of Sociology, 13, 109-128. Rafaeli, S. & Sudweek, F. (1997). Networked interactivity. Journal of Computer-
Mediated Communication, 2(4). Retrieved from http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol2/issue4/rafaeli.sudweeks.html  Ramesh, M. (1995). Social security in South Korea and Singapore: Explaining the differences. Social Policy & Administration, 29, 228-240. Ramesh, M. (2000). The politics of social security in Singapore. The Pacific 
Review, 13, 243-256. Ramesh, M. (2004). Social policy in East and Southeast Asia: Education, health, 
housing, and income maintenance. London: RoutledgeCurzon. Reber, B. H., Gower, K. K., & Robinson, J. K. (2007). The Internet and litigation public relations. Journal of Public Relations Research, 18(1), 23–44. Reber, B. H., & Kim, J. K. (2006). How activist groups use websites in media relations: Evaluating online press rooms. Journal of Public Relations 
Research, 18(4), 313-333. Salamon, L. M. (1987a). Partner in public service: The scope and theory of government-nonprofit relations. In W. W. Powell (Ed.), The nonprofit 
sector: A research handbook. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. Salamon, L. M. (1987b). Of market failure, voluntary failure and third-party government: Toward a theory of government-nonprofit relations in the modern welfare state. Journal of Voluntary Action Research, 16(1-2), 29-49. 
113  
Salamon. L. M., & Anheier, H. K. (1996). The emerging sector: An overview. Manchester, UK ; New York: Manchester University Press. Salamon, L. M., & Anheier, H. K. (1998). Social origins of civil society: Explaining the nonprofit sector cross-nationally. Voluntas: International Journal of 
Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 9(3), 213-248.  Saxton, G. D., & Chao, G. (2011). Accountability online: Understanding the web-based accountability practices of nonprofit organizations. Nonprofit and 
Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 40(2), 270-295. Scott, W. R. (1994). Institutions and organizations: Toward a theoretical synthesis. In W. R. Scott & J. W. Meyer (Eds.), Institutional environments 
and organizations (pp. 55-80). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Scott, W. R. (1995). Institutions and organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Scott, W. R., & Christensen, S. (Eds.). (1995). The institutional construction of 
organizations: International and longitudinal studies. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Scott, W. R., & Meyer, J. W. (1991). The rise of training programs in firms and agencies: An institutional perspective. Research in Organizational 
Behavior, 13, 297–326. Scott, W. R., & Meyer, J. W. (Eds.). (1994). Institutional environments and 
organizations: Structural complexity and individualism. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Seltzer, T., & Mitrook, M. A. (2007). The dialogic potential of weblogs in relationship building. Public Relations Review, 33, 227–229. 
114  
Sherman, A. (2011, March 15). Top 12 online fundraising platforms for donors and nonprofits [Web log post]. Retrieved from http://mashable.com/2011/03/14/social-good-fundraising-tools/  Slevin, J. (2000). The internet and society. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. Spencer, T. (2002). The potential of the Internet for non-profit organizations. 
First Monday, 7(8). Retrieved from http://firstmonday.org/htbin/cgiwrap/bin/ojs/index.php/fm/article/view/976/897  Steuer, J. (1992). Defining virtual reality: Dimension determining telepresence. 
Journal of Communication, 42(4), 73-93. Tan, B. K., & Signh, B. (1994). Uneasy Relations: The State and NGOs in Malaysia. Kuala Lumpur: Asian and Pacific Development Centre. Tan, E. S. (2004). Balancing state welfarism and individual responsibility: Singapore’s CPF model. In C. J. Finer, & P. Smyth (Eds.), Social policy and 
the Commonwealth: prospect for social inclusion (pp. 125-137). Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire, UK; New York: Palgrave Macmillan. Tan, W. L. (2010). Nonprofit organizations and social entrepreneurship intentions. Research Collection Lee Kong Chian School of Business. Paper 3076. Retrieved from Singapore Management University, Research Collection Lee Kong Chian School of Business website: http://ink.library.smu.edu.sg/lkcsb_research/3076  Tang, K. L. (2000). Social welfare development in East Asia. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire, UK; New York: Palgrave Macmillan. Tapscott, D., & Ticoll, D. (2003). The naked corporation: How the age of 
transparency will revolutionize business. New York: Free Press. 
115  
Taylor, M., Kent, M. L., & White, W. J. (2001). How activist organizations are using the Internet to build relationships. Public Relations Review, 27, 263-284. Taylor, M., & Kent, M. L. (2004). Congressional Web sites and their potential for public dialogues. Atlantic Journal of Communication, 12(2), 59–76. Tremewan, C. (1998). Welfare and governance: public housing under Singapore’s party-state. In R. Goodman, G. White, & H. Kwon (Eds.), The East Asian 
welfare model (pp. 77-105). London, New York: Routledge. Vaccaro, A., & Madsen, P. (2006). Firms’ information transparency: Ethical questions in the information age. In J. Berleur, M. I. Nurminen, & J. Impagliazzo (Eds.), Social informatics: An information society for all? In 
remembrance of Rob Kling. Proceedings of the Seventh International Conference on Human Choice and Computers (HCC7), IFIP TC 9, Maribor, Slovenia, September 21-23, 2006. New York: Springer. Vaccaro, A., & Madsen, P. (2009). ICT and an NGO: Difficulties in attempting to be extremely transparent. Ethics and Information Technologies, 11(3), 221-231. Van Til, J. (2000). Growing civil society: From nonprofit sector to third space. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press. Venable, B. T., Rose, G. M., Bush, V. D., & Gilbert, F. W. (2005). The role of brand personality in charitable giving: An assessment and validation. Journal of 
the Academy of Marketing Science, 3, 295-312. Vorvoreanu, M. (2007). The public relations website experience: Online relationship management. In S. C. Duhe (Ed.) New media and public 
relations (pp. 159-172). New York: Peter Lang Publishing. 
116  
Walker, A., & Wong, C. (2004). The ethnocentric construction of the welfare state. In P. Kennett (Ed.), A handbook of comparative social policy (pp. 116-130). Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing. Waters, R. D., Burnett, E., Lamm, A., & Lucas, J. (2009). Engaging stakeholders through social media: How nonprofit organizations are using Facebook. 
Public Relations Review, doi: 10.1016/j.pubrev.2009.01.006 Wæraas, A. (2007). The re-enchantment of social institutions: Max Weber and public relations. Public Relations Review, 33, 281-286. Weisbrod, B. A. (1977). The voluntary nonprofit sector: An economic analysis. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books. White, G., & Goodman, R. (1998). Welfare Orientalism and the search for an East Asian welfare model. In R. Goodman, G. White, & H. Kwon (Eds.), The East 
Asian welfare model (pp. 1-22). London: Routledge. Williams, K. D., & Brunner, B. R. (2010). Using cultivation strategies to manage public relationships: A content analysis of non-profit organizations’ websites. PRism, 7(2). Retrieved from http://www.prismjournal.org/fileadmin/Praxis/Files/Journal_Files/Williams_Brunner.pdf  Yap, M. T. (2003). Poverty monitoring and alleviation in Singapore. In K. L., Tang, & C. K., Wong (Eds.), Poverty monitoring and alleviation in East Asia (pp. 75-90). New York: Nova Science Publishers. Zorn, T. E., Flanagin, A. J., & Shoham, M. D. (2011). Institutional and noninstitutional influences on information and communication technology adoption and use among nonprofit organizations. Human 
Communication Research, 37, 1-33. 
117  
APPENDIX A – CODE BOOK FOR WEBSITES  
Types of Nonprofits  Categories Code Arts/culture/recreation - Visual arts, architecture, ceramic art: production, dissemination and display of visual arts and architecture (sculpture, photographic society, painting, drawing, design centers and architectural associations) - Performing arts: centers or associations (theaters, dance, ballet, orchestras, chorals and music ensembles) - Historical, literary and humanistic societies: promotion and appreciation of the humanities, preservation of historical and cultural artifacts, commemoration of historical events (historical societies, language associations, reading promotion, war memorials, commemorative funds and associations) - Museums: general and specialized museums covering art, history, sciences, technology and culture - Sports clubs: provision of amateur sports, training, physical fitness, sport competition, services - Recreation and social clubs: provision of recreational facilities and services to individuals and communities  
1 
Research - Medical research - Science and technology - Social sciences, policy studies 
2 
Health  - Hospitals - Rehabilitation -  Nursing homes - Mental health and crisis intervention - Other health services (public health and wellness education, health clinics/vaccination centers, rehabilitative medical services, emergency medical services – shock/trauma program/lifeline program) 
3 
Social services/Emergency reliefs - Children welfare - Youth services/welfare - Family services - Services for the handicapped - Services for the elderly - Self-help and other personal social services - Disaster/emergency prevention and control - Temporary shelter - Refugee assistance 
4 
Environment - Pollution abatement and control: promotion of clean air, clean water, reducing and preventing noise pollution, radiation control, hazardous wastes and toxic substances, solid waste management, recycling programs, and global warming - Natural resources conversation and protection - Environmental beautification and open spaces - Animal protection and welfare - Wildlife preservation and protection (including sanctuaries and refuges) - Veterinary services 
5 








Major source(s) of income (code the source of income that yields the most value; if two or more 
sources yield equal value, i.e. about $500 discrepancy, code as mixed) 
 
 Code Donation 1 Fundraising 2 Government grant 3 Sponsorship 4 Fees (membership/services) 5 Mixed 6 Unknown 7 
 
Age  (= 2012 – year of establishment)/Revenue/Number of staff/Number of members or volunteers - Coder to code the exact value 
 
Usability (Code 1 for “Yes” and 0 for “No) 
Attributes Yes No Browser 
• The website functions well on major browsers including Internet Explorer, Firefox and Safari (coder to load the website on three browser to test) 
  
Loading time 
• The website takes at most 5 seconds to load    Links 
• Links to other major pages of the site are clearly identifiable on the home page    Sitemap 
• A sitemap or link to view sitemap is clearly identifiable on the organization’s home page.    Navigation 
• All major links work well and visitors can go back to the home page from any pages (coder to click on the links to check)   Search engine 
• A search engine box is clearly identifiable on the home page    Content 
• The website has minimal graphic reliance and the text is well-organized and well-formatted   
 
Interactivity (Code 1 for “Yes” and 0 for “No) 
Attributes Yes No Live chat/Interactive Message Center 
• The website has a live chat feature which visitors can chat with a member of the organization should they have any queries regarding the programs/services provided by the organization 
  
Mailing list 
• The website has an active mailing list which visitors can subscribe a mouse-click-away   Discussion board/Forum 
• The website has an active newsgroup/discussion board with new topics/comments created regularly   Chat room 
• The website has a chat room for members/volunteers to interact with one another   Feedback/Enquiries 
• Visitors can submit their feedback through an online system or send email to the organization   Online stakeholder survey/poll 
• The website has a link for stakeholders to do a survey/poll on different issues   Tell a friend 




Information dissemination (Code 1 for “Yes” and 0 for “No) 
Attributes Yes No Photo 
• The website contains photos of recent and past events/activities (the photos could be displayed either in a dedicated photo gallery page or included in articles written about the events/activities) 
  
Video 
• The website has a multimedia page/YouTube channel which include videos of recent and past events/activities/seminars/workshops/talks    Podcast 
• The website has podcasts on various topics related to the focus of the organization   Blog URL 
• The website provides link to blog(s) by board members/members/volunteers/experts   Announcement (internal news) 
• The website provides frequently updated announcements of upcoming activities/events/seminars/workshops/donation drives/recruitments    News links (media coverage) 
• The website provides frequently updated media coverage about the organization or issues related to the focus of the organization    Press releases 
• The website provides frequently updated press releases generated by the organization   
 
 
Disclosure (Code 1 for “Yes” and 0 for “No) 
Attributes Yes No Description (About us) 
• The website provides a sufficient description about the organization   History 
• The website provides a history of the organization in the form of paragraphs, timeline, video, etc.   Mission/vision 
• The website clearly defined mission/vision of the organization   Logo 
• The organization’s logo is clearly visible on main pages of the website   Programs/Services 
• The website provides comprehensive information about the programs (workshops, seminars, training courses)/services (renting of equipments/venues, transportation, home visit, consultancy, etc.), implemented by the organization 
  
Beneficiaries 
• The website clearly defines the beneficiaries – people who can benefit from the programs/services implemented by the organization   Facebook link 
• Link to connect with the organization’s FB page is clearly visible on any pages of the website   Management team 
• The website provides names, titles and brief background (optional) of all the members of the board of trustees   Contact details 












Accountability (Code 1 for “Yes” and 0 for “No) 
Attributes Yes No Annual report 
• The website provides annual reports for the past few years (it’s best to have the most current one, but annual reports for past years are acceptable, too) 
• Note that annual reports must be accessible via the website; brief version is acceptable 
  
Audited financial statement 
• The website provides audited financial statement for the past few years (it’s best to have the most current one, but audited financial statements for past years are acceptable, too) 
  
List of recent grant awards 
• The website provides a list of grants the organization has received recently   Amount of grants awarded 
• The website provides detailed information about the value of the grants the organization received   Summaries of funded projects 
• The website provides a comprehensive summary of funded projects by the organization   Grant impact 
• The website provides information about the impact of the grant on the programs implemented by the organization   Community impact 
• The website provides information about the impact of the programs on the local community   Success stories 
• The website features stories of beneficiaries who have benefitted from the funded projects/donations; success stories of sports teams/players   Privacy policy 
• The website provides information about privacy policy    
Commitment (Code 1 for “Yes” and 0 for “No) 
Attributes Yes No Volunteer information 
• The website provides detailed and current information about volunteering for the organization   Event calendar 
• The website has an active event calendar   Petition 
• The website has an online petition system that can be shared virtually   Email protest 
• Visitors can participate in email protest via the website   Rally information 
• The website provides detailed rally information on any particular issues   Employment information 
• The website has a “career” section that provides information about job openings    Merchandise for sales 
• Visitors can purchase merchandise to support a cause championed by the organization via the website    Donation 
• Potential donors can donate online via the organization’s website (link to a third-party website dedicated for online donation is acceptable, too)/find information about other ways to donate from the website 
  
Sponsorship 
• Potential sponsors can find information about sponsorship from the website and indicate their intention via the website (section that only has logos or names of current sponsors are NOT acceptable) 
  
Membership 
• Individuals/organizations interested in the cause championed by the organization can register to be a member online or at least find information about how to be a members from the organization website 
  
121  
Inclusivity (Code 1 for “Yes” and 0 for “No) 
Attributes Yes No Language option 
• The website has some language options for users to choose (English and at least one other local language)   Bandwidth option 
• The website has some bandwidth options for users to choose, especially when they want to access the multimedia content (broadband/dial-up)   Video(s) with subtitles 
• Videos uploaded on the website have subtitles in local languages   Font size adjustment 
• The website allows visitors to adjust font size (small/large) to suit their eyesight     
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APPENDIX B – CODE BOOK FOR FACEBOOK  Important notes: - For the new Facebook timeline layout, coder to look at the entire timeline as well as all the other separate pages  - For the old layout, coder to check a maximum of 3 pages for the relevant information; if no features available after checking these 3 pages, code as 0  
Interactivity 
Attributes Yes No Interactive wall 
• The wall of the organization’s FB page has frequently updated posts and comments from members of the organization or the public 1 0 Mailing list 
• The FB page has an active mailing list which visitors can subscribe a mouse-click-away 1 0 Discussion board 
• The organization utilizes the discussion page on FB to generate active discussions among the public on various issues/topics pertaining to its focus area (three comments or more for a post) 
1 0 
Chat 
• Someone from the organization dedicates his/her time to staffing the FB page to chat with visitors  1 0 Feedback 
• Visitors actually use the comment feature of FB or an email is provided in the info page for them to provide their feedback to the organization 
1 0 
Online stakeholder survey/poll 
• The organization uses the question feature of FB to create poll on various issues or provides links to external polls related to its focus area  
1 0 
Tell a friend 




Attributes Yes No Photo 
• The FB page contains photos of recent and past events/activities  1 0 Video 
• The FB page contains videos of recent and past events/activities/seminars/workshops/talks  1 0 Podcast 
• The FB page has podcasts on various topics related to the focus of the organization 1 0 Blog URL 
• The FB page provides link to blog(s) by board members/members/volunteers/experts 1 0 Announcement (internal news) 
• The FB page provides frequently updated announcements of upcoming activities/events/seminars/workshops/donation drives/recruitments (either via the wall or note feature) 
1 0 
News links (media coverage) 
• The FB page provides frequently updated media coverage about the organization or issues related to the focus of the organization  1 0 Press releases 





Attributes Yes No Description (About us) 
• The FB page provides a sufficient description about the organization 1 0 History 
• The FB page provides a history of the organization in the form of paragraphs, timeline, video, etc. 1  0 Mission/vision 
• The FB page provides mission/vision of the organization 1 0 Logo 
• The organization’s logo is visible on the FB page 1 0 Programs/Services 
• The FB page provides comprehensive information about the programs (workshops, seminars, training courses)/services (renting of equipments/venues, transportation, home visit, consultancy, etc.), implemented by the organization 
1 0 
Beneficiaries 
• The FB page clearly defines the beneficiaries – people who can benefit from the programs/services implemented by the organization 
1 0 
Website link 
• Link to connect with the organization’s website is clearly visible on its FB page 1 0 Management team 
• The FB page provides at least names and designations of all the members of the board of trustees 1 0 Contact details 




Attributes Yes No Annual report 
• The FB page provides annual reports for the past few years (it’s best to have the most current one, but annual reports for past years are acceptable, too) 
1 0 
Audited financial statement 
• The FB page provides audited financial statement for the past few years (it’s best to have the most current one, but audited financial statements for past years are acceptable, too) 
1 0 
List of recent grant awards 
• The FB page provides a list of grants the organization has received recently 1 0 Amount of grants awarded 
• The FB page provides detailed information about the value of the grants the organization received 1 0 Summaries of funded projects 
• The FB page provides a comprehensive summary of funded projects by the organization 1 0 Grant impact 
• The FB page provides information about the impact of the grant on the programs implemented by the organization 1 0 Community impact 
• The FB page provides information about the impact of the programs on the local community 1 0 Success stories 
• Stories of beneficiaries who have benefitted from the funded projects/success stories of sports teams/players are featured on the FB page 
1 0 
Privacy policy 




Attributes Yes No Volunteer information 
• The FB page provides detailed and current information about volunteering for the organization 1 0 Event calendar 
• The FB page has an active event calendar 1 0 Petition 
• The FB page has an online petition system that can be shared virtually 1 0 Email protest 
• Visitors can participate in email protest via the FB page 1 0 Rally information 
• The FB page provides rally information on any particular issues 1 0 Employment information 
• The FB page provides information about job openings  1 0 Merchandise for sales 
• Visitors can purchase merchandise to support a cause championed by the organization via the FB page  1 0 Donation 
• Potential donors can donate online via the organization’s FB page (link to a third-party website dedicated for online donation is acceptable, too)/find information about other ways to donate from the FB page 
1 0 
Sponsorship 
• Potential sponsors can find information about sponsorship from the FB page and indicate their intention via the FB page 1 0 Membership 





Attributes Yes No Language option 
• The FB page has some language options for users to choose (English and at least one other local language) 1 0 Bandwidth option 
• The FB page has some bandwidth options for users to choose, especially when they want to access the multimedia content (broadband/dial-up) 
1 0 
Video(s) with subtitles 
• Videos uploaded on the FB page have subtitles in local languages 1 0 Font size adjustment 




APPENDIX C  
Tukey HSD comparison for types of NPOs in relation to relational dimensions on websites Dependent Variable (I) Type (J) Type Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Usability 
1 2 -.30000 .26231 -1.0258 .4258 3 -.28077 .19940 -.8325 .2710 4 -.51429 .35036 -1.4837 .4552 5 -.67879* .21724 -1.2799 -.0777 
5 1 .67879
* .21724 .0777 1.2799 2 .37879 .24959 -.3119 1.0694 3 .39802 .18235 -.1066 .9026 4 .16450 .34094 -.7789 1.1079 
Interactivity_Web 
1 2 -.11250 .24385 -.7872 .5622 3 -.16538 .18537 -.6783 .3475 4 -1.08571* .32570 -1.9869 -.1845 5 -.46667 .20195 -1.0255 .0921 
2 1 .11250 .24385 -.5622 .7872 3 -.05288 .21775 -.6554 .5496 4 -.97321* .34516 -1.9283 -.0181 5 -.35417 .23203 -.9962 .2879 
3 1 .16538 .18537 -.3475 .6783 2 .05288 .21775 -.5496 .6554 4 -.92033* .30665 -1.7688 -.0718 5 -.30128 .16952 -.7703 .1678 
4 1 1.08571
* .32570 .1845 1.9869 2 .97321* .34516 .0181 1.9283 3 .92033* .30665 .0718 1.7688 5 .61905 .31695 -.2580 1.4961 
Disclosure_Web 
1 2 -.90750 .33530 -1.8353 .0203 3 -.64308 .25489 -1.3484 .0622 4 -.29143 .44785 -1.5307 .9478 5 -.84121* .27769 -1.6096 -.0728 
5 
1 .84121* .27769 .0728 1.6096 2 -.06629 .31905 -.9491 .8165 3 .19814 .23309 -.4468 .8431 4 .54978 .43581 -.6561 1.7557 4 1.03030 .69639 -.8966 2.9572 
Commitment_Web 1 2 -.75250 .45536 -2.0125 .5075 3 -.74769 .34615 -1.7055 .2101 4 -1.86857* .60820 -3.5515 -.1857 5 -.71273 .37712 -1.7562 .3308 
126  
4 1 1.86857
* .60820 .1857 3.5515 2 1.11607 .64453 -.6674 2.8995 3 1.12088 .57262 -.4636 2.7053 5 1.15584 .59185 -.4818 2.7935 
 *The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
127  
APPENDIX D  
Tukey HSD comparison for income sources in relation to relational dimensions on websites Dependent Variable (I) Income source (J) Income source Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Accountability_Web 
1 
2 -.36508 .53860 -1.9790 1.2489 3 -.71429 .35775 -1.7863 .3577 4 .35714 1.06125 -2.8229 3.5372 5 -.45055 .46539 -1.8451 .9440 6 .41270 .53860 -1.2012 2.0266 7 1.79048* .35052 .7401 2.8408 
2 
1 .36508 .53860 -1.2489 1.9790 3 -.34921 .56186 -2.0329 1.3344 4 .72222 1.14628 -2.7126 4.1571 5 -.08547 .63584 -1.9908 1.8199 6 .77778 .69123 -1.2935 2.8491 7 2.15556* .55729 .4856 3.8255 
3 
1 .71429 .35775 -.3577 1.7863 2 .34921 .56186 -1.3344 2.0329 4 1.07143 1.07324 -2.1446 4.2874 5 .26374 .49212 -1.2109 1.7384 6 1.12698 .56186 -.5567 2.8106 7 2.50476* .38530 1.3502 3.6593 
5 
1 .45055 .46539 -.9440 1.8451 2 .08547 .63584 -1.8199 1.9908 3 -.26374 .49212 -1.7384 1.2109 4 .80769 1.11375 -2.5297 4.1451 6 .86325 .63584 -1.0421 2.7686 7 2.24103* .48689 .7820 3.7000 
7 




Tukey HSD comparison for types of NPOs in relation to relational dimensions on Facebook pages Dependent Variable (I) Type (J) Type Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound Upper Bound 
disclosure_fb 
1 2 -1.75694 .67533 -3.6466 .1327 3 -1.88942* .51499 -3.3304 -.4484 4 -1.64583 .77589 -3.8169 .5252 5 -2.21250* .54363 -3.7336 -.6914 
2 1 1.75694 .67533 -.1327 3.6466 3 -.13248 .62683 -1.8864 1.6215 4 .11111 .85423 -2.2791 2.5013 5 -.45556 .65056 -2.2759 1.3648 
3 1 1.88942
* .51499 .4484 3.3304 2 .13248 .62683 -1.6215 1.8864 4 .24359 .73407 -1.8104 2.2976 5 -.32308 .48206 -1.6719 1.0258 
4 1 1.64583 .77589 -.5252 3.8169 2 -.11111 .85423 -2.5013 2.2791 3 -.24359 .73407 -2.2976 1.8104 5 -.56667 .75443 -2.6777 1.5443 
5 1 2.21250
* .54363 .6914 3.7336 2 .45556 .65056 -1.3648 2.2759 3 .32308 .48206 -1.0258 1.6719 4 .56667 .75443 -1.5443 2.6777 
accountability_fb 
1 2 -1.19444
* .38087 -2.2602 -.1287 3 -.63462 .29044 -1.4473 .1781 4 -.41667 .43758 -1.6411 .8077 5 -.70000 .30659 -1.5579 .1579 
2 1 1.19444
* .38087 .1287 2.2602 3 .55983 .35352 -.4294 1.5490 4 .77778 .48176 -.5703 2.1258 5 .49444 .36690 -.5322 1.5211 
3 1 .63462 .29044 -.1781 1.4473 2 -.55983 .35352 -1.5490 .4294 4 .21795 .41400 -.9405 1.3764 5 -.06538 .27187 -.8261 .6953 
4 1 .41667 .43758 -.8077 1.6411 2 -.77778 .48176 -2.1258 .5703 3 -.21795 .41400 -1.3764 .9405 5 -.28333 .42548 -1.4739 .9072 
129  
5 1 .70000 .30659 -.1579 1.5579 2 -.49444 .36690 -1.5211 .5322 3 .06538 .27187 -.6953 .8261 4 .28333 .42548 -.9072 1.4739 
commitment_fb 
1 2 -.83333 .38949 -1.9232 .2565 3 -.73077 .29702 -1.5619 .1003 4 -1.00000 .44749 -2.2521 .2521 5 -.90000* .31354 -1.7773 -.0227 
2 1 .83333 .38949 -.2565 1.9232 3 .10256 .36152 -.9090 1.1142 4 -.16667 .49268 -1.5452 1.2119 5 -.06667 .37521 -1.1165 .9832 
3 1 .73077 .29702 -.1003 1.5619 2 -.10256 .36152 -1.1142 .9090 4 -.26923 .42337 -1.4539 .9154 5 -.16923 .27803 -.9472 .6087 
4 1 1.00000 .44749 -.2521 2.2521 2 .16667 .49268 -1.2119 1.5452 3 .26923 .42337 -.9154 1.4539 5 .10000 .43512 -1.1175 1.3175 
5 1 .90000




Tukey HSD comparison for income sources in relation to relational dimension on Facebook pages Dependent Variable (I) Income source (J) Income source Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound Upper Bound 
accountability_fb 
1 
2 -.22286 .36587 -1.3335 .8878 3 -.48000 .27944 -1.3283 .3683 4 .42000 .62874 -1.4887 2.3287 5 -.24667 .38896 -1.4275 .9341 6 .25333 .52278 -1.3337 1.8404 7 .86737* .26041 .0768 1.6579 
2 
1 .22286 .36587 -.8878 1.3335 3 -.25714 .39164 -1.4461 .9318 4 .64286 .68601 -1.4397 2.7254 5 -.02381 .47602 -1.4689 1.4212 6 .47619 .59043 -1.3162 2.2686 7 1.09023 .37830 -.0582 2.2386 
3 
1 .48000 .27944 -.3683 1.3283 2 .25714 .39164 -.9318 1.4461 4 .90000 .64408 -1.0552 2.8552 5 .23333 .41330 -1.0213 1.4880 6 .73333 .54113 -.9094 2.3761 7 1.34737* .29552 .4502 2.2445 
4 
1 -.42000 .62874 -2.3287 1.4887 2 -.64286 .68601 -2.7254 1.4397 3 -.90000 .64408 -2.8552 1.0552 5 -.66667 .69860 -2.7874 1.4541 6 -.16667 .78106 -2.5377 2.2044 7 .44737 .63605 -1.4835 2.3782 
5 
1 .24667 .38896 -.9341 1.4275 2 .02381 .47602 -1.4212 1.4689 3 -.23333 .41330 -1.4880 1.0213 4 .66667 .69860 -1.4541 2.7874 6 .50000 .60501 -1.3366 2.3366 7 1.11404 .40067 -.1023 2.3304 
6 
1 -.25333 .52278 -1.8404 1.3337 2 -.47619 .59043 -2.2686 1.3162 3 -.73333 .54113 -2.3761 .9094 4 .16667 .78106 -2.2044 2.5377 5 -.50000 .60501 -2.3366 1.3366 7 .61404 .53156 -.9996 2.2277 7 1 -.86737* .26041 -1.6579 -.0768 
131  
2 -1.09023 .37830 -2.2386 .0582 3 -1.34737* .29552 -2.2445 -.4502 4 -.44737 .63605 -2.3782 1.4835 5 -1.11404 .40067 -2.3304 .1023 6 -.61404 .53156 -2.2277 .9996 
 *. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
